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Behold, days are coming — says the Lord God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the Lord. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its cover 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and business people 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan, 5729 
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The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 


X11 THIS HASKAMA REFERS TO THE ORIGINAL HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, UPON WHICH THIS VOLUME IS BASED 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


MORDECHAI ELIAHU WIN TN 


FORMER CHIEF RABBI OF ISRAEL å RICHON LEZION WyYY? RW?) WRIT IA Wd NWR H d S ka | | | d 


i t OWwNA ii 


13.5-137 sae Rabbi Mordechai 
Eliyahu 


nnp AAW ANY?) DNIT OND NID VIT DIMIN EN" PINDVYI NMN 
m9 "paan pibwa YPN PNI JINI - OYA NN NYT 1999 Try 02N 
NPA NIN P 0290701 PIVI NIIPI T83 yap - DYN AN NYT 
ANN AMA Ad ANA AY PN "7 WN NII WN DIDINI NRIMAN ND 2wNNI 
339272) "OJIN NI AY) ANDY NIV TY DJIN AD J NY 199999 NMT 
ITD ADAYA In IPANIMVY MINNI DNW JININ TI OMI" zow o"wa 

(2) aN" >) anny “aa ae Ma y WOD 252) EINNA MIA 


OYN DIIN WN JY NDP? NID OND JY ION? WIN IIN Iyo DIT 
nwy o"yaw AINA nvyvy ANN 7011 MTN AIINA nyn ovn 
DJIN MWIY DA NON T292 It N91) .OYN NN NYT TOJN - andaw AIINA 
vyn pq) -Dran 2992 INOI DINA NIDO TIOM NIN NIN MIN 
T1999 0199 929 NAW A TNIDY 2M) Doyin ONY my >am aywa 
Son ND J? 2 "YT Yria 137 YY ANI ,17799Y AD Jan OWA 
yom 'a"nI TaD YIM FIT AIM ope TY 1a p unvon 
TI NW) TINND AON ,NIINI ONIN AYYY N'o bw YOtTIx»DW 
OND Tsa ONIN owi D9YVITD AVY DYN  IW9D '99N1 T1022) 
D720 OYT PAININ DY 7)AT WAT AAXYI) 7192 NIVI DINI DWI 
T1N99 in NINSD ON NIAID AYIA INV PTD ,779WNF) J73ND DTI 

ant Niwwy7 99? 


OTI NWA OY DNA MAIN NWII AIIN PIV WAY AP NII IND 72979) 
Dp 9310 DM "5N TININD ybr ovv AIM WI" DY DB NAW ANI 
INY 19YI799 ANTPA DMD WI 933 2D 2AM AW 092721 

. DYN NN NYT 1999 199 19t NOW YI WW? 199199 NINNI 


Haw EMAL Py SVI MIST WR 237 ines ITA YSN Sa) omy 
NINIT MIND NIINIAN NIWA TIY 199 9790177 ,NITNNID NIIN DITAN? 
"29M MWIY IRENA , 101709 Ty 


NEII INNA ANS KEG) A Sen) eae’ SAP DO DN TIA Ma 


ff 
fe 
ie | ead 
SSNST 


NAYWD INIS OWNIA IIA 41789 YVR 


The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: “Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is 
the meaning of the verse: ‘And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; 
and he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs’? (Ecclesiastes 12:9). He 
explains: He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the 
Torah, and explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed 
[izen], and sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At 
first the Torah was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made 
handles for it.” And as Rashi there explains: “And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot 
and distance themselves from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc.’ 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei, 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-lsrael Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses not only the deepest 
themes and values of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic 
study text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody 
the historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, 
its subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and in- 
novations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Bavli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 
worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 
joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and 
for the design of its very complex graphic layout. Thanks ofa different sort are owed 
to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael, for their de- 
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 
translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks 
to the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them 
the Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to 
all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 
learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5772 
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We are indeed privileged to dedicate this edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli in honor 
of the generous support of Leo and Sue Noé of London. 


The name Noé is synonymous with philanthropy. The family’s charitable endeavors 
span a vast range of educational projects, welfare institutions, and outreach orga- 
nizations across the globe, with a particular emphasis on the “nurturing of each 
individual.” Among so many other charitable activities, the Noés have been deeply 
involved with Kisharon, which provides the British Jewish community with vital sup- 
port for hundreds of people with learning difficulties and their families; they provide 
steadfast support of SEED, which stands at the forefront of adult Jewish education in 
the UK, and Kemach, an organization in Israel that “helps Haredi students sustain 
themselves in dignity,” providing both professional and vocational training for the 
Haredi community in Israel. 


The Noés are not simply donors to institutions. They are partners. Donors think of a 
sum. Partners think of a cause, becoming rigorously and keenly involved, and giving 
of their time and energy. We are honored that they have chosen to partner with our 
two organizations, the Steinsaltz Center and Koren Publishers Jerusalem, enabling 
us to further and deepen learning among all Jews. 


Leo and Sue are the proud parents and grandparents of five children and their 
families. The next generation has been taught by example that with life’s gifts come 
the responsibilities to be active within and contribute to society — both Jewish and 
non-Jewish — as is consistent with the noblest of Jewish values. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The vastly expanded audience of Talmud study in our generation is a 
phenomenon of historical proportions. The reasons for this phenomenon 
are many, and include the availability of a wide array of translations, com- 
mentaries, and study aids. 


One outstanding example of such a work is the translation of the Talmud 
into modern Hebrew by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz. The product 
of a lifetime of intense intellectual labor, this translation stands out in its 
uniqueness. 


But what can the interested student do if he or she does not comprehend 
the Hebrew, even in its modern form? Where is the English speaker who 
wishes to access this instructive material to turn? 


The Koren Talmud Barli that you hold in your hand is designed to be the 
answer to those questions. 


This work is the joint effort of Rabbi Steinsaltz himself, his closest advi- 
sory staff, and Koren Publishers Jerusalem. It is my privilege to have been 
designated Editor-in-Chief of this important project, and to have worked 
in close collaboration with a team of translators and proofreaders, artists 
and graphic designers, scholars and editors. 


Together we are presenting to the English-speaking world a translation 
that has all the merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, 
and provides assistance for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain 
the necessary skills to become an adept talmudist. 


This is the eighth volume of the project, tractate Shekalim. It includes the 
entire original text, in the traditional configuration and pagination of the 
famed Vilna edition of the Talmud. This enables the student to follow 
the core text with the commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, and the customary 
marginalia. It also provides a clear English translation in contemporary 
idiom, faithfully based upon the modern Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its 
graphic design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with 
a page-size block of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic 
units. Thus, readers can focus their attention and absorb each discrete 
discussion before proceeding to the next unit. The design of each page 
allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual task of reading. The 
illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew edition, 
have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color. 


INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB 
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The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved 
through the dedicated work ofa large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua 
Schreier, and through the unparalleled creative efforts of Raphaël Freeman and 
the gifted staff at Koren. 


The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom 
I cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is 
surpassed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation of his 
father’s precious teachings. 


Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 

Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to 
work with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 

Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 

Jerusalem 5772 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


Toward the beginning of tractate Pesahim (3a), the Gemara questions the mishna’s use 
of the term or rather than the standard term leil when referring to the evening of the 
fourteenth of Nisan. The Gemara introduces a discussion of the value of euphemism 
and refraining from the use of crude language. It concludes that despite the impor- 
tance of euphemism, if the euphemism comes at the expense of clarity and requires a 
less succinct formulation, it is preferable to speak concisely. Only when the choice is 
between equally concise phrases is the euphemism preferred. 


In his peirush, Rav Steinsaltz’s language is both concise and aesthetic. While explaining 
often difficult passages, he avoids the temptation to over-explain, inviting the reader to 
study the Talmud with him rather than doing all the thinking in the reader’s place. We 
have attempted to follow his path in translating and editing the Koren Talmud Bavli. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privi- 
lege and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel 
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi 
Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, with the day-to-day management 
of the project in the able hands of Dena Landowne Bailey, constitutes the publishing 
side of this partnership. The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark 
of the Steinsaltz Center, with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is 
renowned and which I experience on a daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Bavii its 
outstanding quality in terms of both content and form. 


I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the editor- 
in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. The contribution of my 
friend and colleague, Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, cannot be 
overstated; his title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has provided 
in all aspects of this project. In addition, I would like to thank Rabbi Jason Rapoport, 
managing editor; Rabbi Joshua Amaru, coordinating editor; and Rabbi Avishai Ma- 
gence, content curator, whose tireless devotion to this project has been and continues 
to be crucial to the continued success of this project. The erudite and articulate men 
and women who serve as translators, editors and copy editors have ensured that this 
project adheres to the highest standards. 
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PREFACE BY THE EXECUTIVE EDITOR 


There are several others whose contributions to this project cannot be over- 
looked. On the Steinsaltz side: Meir HaNegbi, Yacov Elbert, and Tsipora 
Ifrah. On the Koren side, my colleagues at Koren: Rabbi David Fuchs, Rabbi 
Hanan Benayahu, Efrat Gross, Rachel Hanstater Meghnagi, Rabbi Eliahu 
Misgav, and Rabbi Yinon Chen. Their assistance in all matters, large and small, 
is appreciated. 


At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for 
introducing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi 
Menachem Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move 
forward in this great enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5772 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout 
Jewish history, an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on 
to succeeding generations. The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz xvw created a revolu- 
tion in the history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern 
Hebrew and then into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added 
to the text, have enabled millions of people around the world to access and master 
the complexity and context of the world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of 
the talmudic text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and 
breadth of his knowledge are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and 
his reach into the world beyond it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, 
but a great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi 
Steinsaltz sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and 
worldly), sharing his wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am 
grateful for the unique opportunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many 
more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we 
seek to fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and 
graphically. Second, we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both 
in print and electronic formats, to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of 
study tools. And third, we seek to help readers advance in their process of Talmud 
study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset 
for great clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud 
has been added to both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing 
for a more fluent reading with the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of 
Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the advice of many English-speaking teach- 
ers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages from the translation, thereby 
enabling the advanced student to approach the text without the distraction of the 
translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At the bottom 
of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so 
that texts which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to 
their rightful place. 
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e The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the menukad 
Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and explanation (in a 
lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. This allows for a 
fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It also allows for the Hebrew 
reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original text features dialogue or poetry, the 
English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 


e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, providing short 
biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, 
Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, giving information essential to the understanding of 
the text, including history, geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of 
daily life in the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made over the centu- 
ries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic decision as well as the ruling’s 
close connection to the Talmud and its various interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the text — in full 
color in the Noé and Electronic editions, and in black and white in the Daf Yomi edition — to 
visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition, it merely presents an overview for the English- 
speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to Talmud pioneered by Rabbi 
Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My many col- 
leagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this project has been 
exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, was the driving 
force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed the happy alliance with Koren 
and established close relationships among all involved in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB ¥’DW, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this project his pro- 
found knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudition of Western literature. It is 
to him that the text owes its very high standard, both in form and content, and the logical manner 
in which the beauty of the Talmud is presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group of scholars, 
translators, editors, and proofreaders, whose standards and discipline enabled this project to pro- 
ceed in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, 
lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the reproduction of the 
Vilna pages. 


RAPHAEL FREEMAN created this Talmud’s unique typographic design which, true to the Koren 
approach, is both elegant and user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to work with the 
Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We pray that this publication will 
be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 
Jerusalem 5772 
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Introduction to Shekalim 


Tractate Shekalim deals primarily with the finances and organization of the Temple. 


Based solely on content, this tractate rightly belongs in the order of Kodashim, the 
fifth order of the Talmud, which deals with matters pertaining to offerings and the 
Temple service. Nevertheless, Shekalim was placed in Mo’ed, the order dealing with 
the Festivals. This presumably has to do with the fact that the shekels were collected 
at a fixed time of the year, and the collection of the shekels would precede, and 
sometimes even determine, the dates for various aspects of the Temple service and 
related events. 


The Temple in Jerusalem was host to a vast and intricate routine of activities and 
services throughout the year. Every day thousands of worshippers would enter the 
Temple mount, alongside the permanent and rotating staff of priests and Levites. The 
various aspects of the Temple service, which was administered chiefly by the priests, 
are detailed in the order of Kodashim, particularly in the larger tractates of Zevahim 
and Menahot. Tractate Shekalim allows one to view the operation of the Temple in a 
broader context, by means of an accurate description of the large bureaucratic and 
infrastructural apparatus that made the Temple service possible. 


The central axis of the tractate is the method by which the various Temple activities 
were funded. Communal offerings, consisting of animal offerings, meal-offerings, 
libations, and wood for the altar fire, were the basic daily obligation of the Temple. 
These were funded from the collection of the Temple treasury chamber, terumat 
halishka, which consisted of money set aside in a special ceremony from the half- 
shekels collected yearly from each adult male Jew. Besides the various offerings, funds 
were needed to maintain the upkeep of the Temple in all its aspects. The Temple 
building had to be maintained in good repair, including the stone building itself, as 
well as the various parts of the Temple liable to deteriorate with wear and tear and 
the passage of time, such as the altar, the curtain, the sacred vessels used on the altar, 
and the priestly vestments. In general, the funds for these needs were taken from the 
remains of the chamber, the money left in the Temple treasury after the collection 
had been withdrawn. 


The Temple officials were responsible not only for the area of the Temple Mount, 
but to a certain extent for the entire holy city of Jerusalem. Their responsibilities 
included the maintenance, repair, and development of various public buildings in 
the capital. They had to be able to address the needs of the individuals who came to 
the Temple to sacrifice their offerings and pray, while at the same time handling all 
the regular duties of the Temple service. The Temple staff was therefore made up 
of teams of trained permanent staff members alongside a rotation of priests divided 
into watches and families in accordance with ancient tradition. 


From an organizational perspective, the Temple staff was comprised of various 


departments in charge of the different requirements of the Temple, its priests, and 
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the Jewish people as a whole. The senior official was the High Priest, followed by 
several levels of general functionaries who were responsible for the smooth running 
of the Temple finances. Some of the departments dealt with the order of the service, 
for instance, the lotteries and Temple crier; others took care of the priests, providing 
their garments and medical needs; while yet others attended to the Temple choir and 
musical instruments. Certain officials operated outside the Temple walls, for example, 
those who were responsible for providing water to Festival pilgrims. 


Although there was an official in charge of each department, in practice the depart- 
ments consisted of committees with two or more members, especially when they 
dealt in financial matters. Furthermore, certain functions were fulfilled by particular 
families through many generations, like the house of Avtinas and the house of Garmu, 
for example. However, in other cases, a single official was able to perform the neces- 
sary tasks by himself. 


A great deal of money was required to cover the expenses of the Temple. The shek- 
els collected from the Jews each year formed the financial basis for Temple upkeep. 
These large sums of money, which arrived from both inside Eretz Yisrael and else- 
where, were used for the acquisition of the requirements of the Temple. Other sums 
came from freely offered private donations. The tractate includes a description of the 
Temple collection baskets, each of which was designated for a particular purpose. In 
addition, donations of money and vessels were handed over directly to the Temple 
treasurers, along with special gifts for the adornment of the Temple. 


The mitzva to donate a half-shekel appears in the Torah in the context of the con- 
struction of the Tabernacle (see Exodus 30:11-16). At the start of the Second Temple 
period the people reaffirmed their commitment to this obligation as part ofa special 
covenant (Nehemiah 10:33-34). The sums collected usually sufficed for the expenses 
of the Temple, leaving a large pool of reserves for times of need. A significant propor- 
tion of Shekalim deals with the collection of the half-shekel, discussing halakhot such 
as who is obligated to give the coin, who is permitted to donate despite the fact that 
they are exempt from the mitzva, and from whom is this money never accepted. It 
also describes the manner of the collection of funds from different places, as well as 
their transport to the Temple. Once collected, the funds needed to be allocated for 
diverse tasks, and this topic is also addressed. 


Shekalim is the only tractate in the order of Mo’ed for which there is no Babylonian 
Talmud. It is unclear why this tractate is missing from the Babylonian Talmud. Ap- 
parently, the Sages of Babylonia did study these halakhot in depth, but the tractate 
was already lost in ancient times. To fill this void, scholars have availed themselves 
of tractate Shekalim from the Jerusalem Talmud, whose language and style are very 
different from that of the Babylonian Talmud. The Jerusalem Talmud is written in 
the Aramaic dialect of Eretz Yisrael, which includes different uses of familiar terms 
and some singular terminology not found in the Babylonian Talmud. Naturally, most 
of the Sages mentioned in the Gemara are amora’im from Eretz Yisrael, and the style 
and framework of this discussion is much terser. 


As with much of the Jerusalem Talmud, it is often difficult to conclusively establish 
the correct text of tractate Shekalim. In the case of Shekalim this problem is particu- 
larly acute for an additional reason: As a result of the fact that Shekalim was studied 
as part of the regular order of the Babylonian Talmud, its text diverges somewhat 
from the manuscripts of the Jerusalem Talmud, with its language drawing closer to 
that of the Babylonian Talmud. This edition does not address the textual problems 
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and instead follows the text printed in the standard Vilna edition of the Babylonian 
Talmud. 


In the main, tractate Shekalim deals with halakhic matters, but it does include aggadic 
passages as well. A significant proportion of the aggada of this tractate consists of 
supplementary material to its halakhic rulings, in the form of narrative accounts of 
past practices that elaborate on the highly condensed statements of the mishna. 


Tractate Shekalim includes eight chapters, each of which is focused on one central 
topic. As usual for the Gemara, the discussion of various issues sometimes traverses 
the boundaries between chapters, while other peripheral matters are addressed in 
detail in certain chapters due to their linguistic or other similarity to the main issue 
of that chapter. 


Chapter One summarizes the halakhot and customs of the month of Adar, before 
turning to its central topics: How the shekels were collected, who is obligated to give 
the shekel, and other details of the mitzva of the half-shekel. 


Chapter Two discusses the transportation of the shekels to the Temple, including 
who is responsible for the money until its arrival, and how to proceed if the funds 
fail to arrive at their destination. Additionally, this chapter addresses the allocation 
of surplus donations, be they shekels or funds consecrated privately. 


Chapter Three is focused on one central topic: The withdrawal of funds from the 
chamber in which they were stored in order to transfer them to the treasurers and 
functionaries in charge of the various Temple activities. This was done in a special 
ceremony, called the collection of the chamber, at particular times of the year. 


Chapter Four deals with the use of the coins withdrawn from the Temple treasury 
chamber, as well as what was done with any surplus money. The chapter incidentally 
discusses the use of private donations, both money and goods. 


Chapter Five centers on the organizational arrangement of the Temple staff, par- 
ticularly the special functionaries appointed for each task. Likewise, the chapter 
deals with the practical and financial arrangements for providing meal-offerings and 
libations for people who brought their animal offerings. In passing, the chapter also 
mentions the special chambers in the Temple designated for the assistance of the 
poor or for the collection of various donations. 


Chapter Six deals with the collection baskets that were in the Temple, thirteen in 
total. The coins in each of these baskets were used for well-defined purposes. Simi- 
larly, the chapter lists other Temple items that were thirteen in number, such as the 
Temple gates and tables. 


Chapter Seven concerns the resolution of doubts that arise when different treasury 
funds are combined. How should this money be used? This issue leads to a discussion 
of similar cases, such as pieces of meat that may or may not come from offerings, or 
that are doubtfully kosher. 


Chapter Eight continues from where the previous one left off and discusses the 
halakha in cases of uncertainty. The focus here is whether a found substance, e.g., 
spittle, is ritually pure or impure. The tractate concludes with a discussion of the 
methods of ritual purification of Temple vessels that had definitely or doubtfully 
contracted ritual impurity. 
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And the Lord spoke to Moses, saying: When you take the 
sum of the children of Israel, according to their number, 
then they shall give every man a ransom for his soul to 
the Lord, when you count them; that there should be no 
plague among them, when you count them. This they 
shall give, everyone who passes among them who are 
numbered, a half-shekel after the shekel of the Sanctuary, 
the shekel is twenty gera, half a shekel for an offering to 
the Lord. Every one who passes among them who are 
numbered, from twenty years old and upward, shall give 
the offering of the Lord. The rich shall not give more, and 
the poor shall not give less, than the half-shekel, when they 
give the offering of the Lord, to make atonement for your 
souls. And you shall take the atonement money from the 
children of Israel, and shall appoint it for the service of 
the Tent of Meeting, that it may be a memorial for the 
children of Israel before the Lord, to make atonement 
for your souls. 

(Exodus 30:1-16) 


These verses describe a mitzva to give a half-shekel. However, the Torah does not 
specify whether this obligation applies to future generations, and if so, at what time 
of year the collection must be performed. 


The first chapter of Shekalim addresses those questions, as well as questions of who is 
obligated to donate the money and the scope of the court’s authority to enforce the 
duty to contribute to the Temple for communal offerings and Temple maintenance. 
Furthermore, the collection of the shekels entailed certain expenses, some of which 
were covered by the contributors themselves, by means of the addition of a small 
sum to their half-shekel. This chapter discusses when this sum must be added to the 
contribution. 


Since the collection is performed in the month of Adar, a list of other tasks that 
were carried out by the court in this month is provided. Likewise, the Gemara 
clarifies when these undertakings are fulfilled in a leap year, whether in First Adar or 
Second Adar. One of the tasks performed in Adar is the elimination of diverse kinds 
of seeds from fields. This leads to an analysis of which seeds must be uprooted, who 
is obligated to remove them, and what was done with the uprooted plants. 


The discussion of these topics and their resolution, either in consensus and or left as 
a dispute, make up the content of this chapter. 


Introduction to 
Perek | 
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Perek | 
Daf2 Amuda 


VINA TI 9 N asbn 
anban bn Dop by prawn 


naan Dx prip ia wy Awan 
DDI 


HALAKHA 1+ MISHNA On the first of Adar the 
court proclaims concerning the collection of shekels,"™ i.e., 
the yearly half-shekel contribution to the Temple treasury 
made by each adult male for the purpose of buying commu- 
nal offerings. And they also proclaim with regard to the 
obligation to uproot forbidden mixtures of diverse kinds 


NHB 


of food crops in gardens and fields. And on the fifteenth day 
of the month of Adar, the Scroll [Megilla] of Esther is read™" 
in the cities [kerakim] surrounded by walls from the time of 


Joshua. 


MAIN nN) DIT dK papa 
2 b3 PRIN on DA NN) 
ninapa [ny] by) peso on 


And they also repair the roads that were damaged in the 
winter, and the streets," and the cisterns.’ And at that time 
they perform all that is necessary for public welfare. And 
they also mark the Jewish gravesites anew, so that people 


would know their location and avoid ritual impurity, as the 
previous markers may have eroded during the rainy season. 


Proclaims concerning the collection of shekels — py*awia 
p>pwit by: Itis a mitzva for every male Jew from the age of 
twenty upward, or thirteen according to some authorities, 
to donate a half-shekel to the Temple each and every year 
for the acquisition of communal offerings. Many count this 
as a positive mitzva from the Torah, derived from the verse 
“This they shall give, everyone who passes among them 
who are numbered, a half-shekel after the shekel of the 
Sanctuary” (Exodus 30:13) (Rambam; Hinukh; Sefer Mitzvot 
Gadol; and others). Some commentaries, however, maintain 
that it is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai, and 
the verse is cited merely in support (Vilna Gaon in Adderet 
Eliyahu, Ki Tissa). 

Since all communal offerings from the first of Nisan each 
year were purchased with new shekels, the money had to 
arrive before that date. Therefore, the court in Jerusalem 
would send messengers on the first of Adar every year to 
each city in Israel to remind the people of this obligation 
and to encourage them to donate their half-shekels before 
Nisan (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura; Korban HaEida). Some say 
the local court in each city would send its own messengers 
to remind the residents of that city and the neighboring 
villages (Rashbash). 

According to some opinions, the mishna’s requiremen 
to make a proclamation concerning the shekels is no 
court proclamation but refers to the public reading of the 
passage about the shekels in the Torah (Exodus 30:11-16). 
Although the Gemara here does seem to understand tha 
there was an actual proclamation, it is possible that in addi- 
tion to reading the passage from the Torah, the court would 
issue a proclamation for the sake of villagers who did no 
have access to Torah readings. This would ensure that the 
public at large was aware of the details and the practica 
implementation of the mitzva (Heshek Shlomo). 


ow 


And with regard to diverse kinds — oon bun: If two 
types of food crops of diverse kinds were unintentionally 
sown in the same field, and after they sprouted, one of 
the types was at least one twenty-fourth of the volume 
of the other, the entire yield of the field is prohibited as 
diverse kinds. The owner of the produce is obligated to 
uproot the lesser type until the ratio of diverse kinds in the 
field is less than one twenty-fourth (Tiklin Hadatin). Some 
authorities maintain that he must uproot one type entirely. 
According to their opinion, the mishna in Kilayim 2: only 
permitted sowing a mixture of seeds with a ratio smaller 
than one twenty-fourth, but once the mixture has sprouted 
itis prohibited to maintain a ratio that is even less than one 
twenty-fourth (Rosh; Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). 

The reason why the court would proclaim the obligation 


NOTES 


to uproot diverse kinds on the first of Adar was that by that 
date the seeds had already started to sprout and the plants 
were noticeable (Rashi and Josafot on Megilla 13b, 29b; Rav 
Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh, see Background note 
on this page). 


And on the fifteenth day of the month the Scroll of 
Esther is read — aban ny pp ia Wy Awan: The Scroll 
of Esther is read on the fifteenth of Adar in cities surrounded 
by walls, in commemoration of the Jewish residents of 
Shushan resting on that day after battling their enemies. 
Since the Jews’ battles in the rest of the kingdom of Aha- 
suerus were completed on the thirteenth, and they rested 
on the fourteenth, that is the day the Megilla is read in all 
other places. 

Although during the time of Joshua, Shushan itself was 
not yet surrounded by a wall, the Sages nevertheless linked 
this halakha to Joshua out of respect for Eretz Yisrael, which 
lay desolate at the time of the Purim miracle. They therefore 
instituted that any city that had a wall when the Jewish 
people entered the Land at the time of Joshua should be 
classified as a city surrounded by a wall with regard to this 
mitzva, even if the wall is no longer extant. This ensured that 
Eretz Yisrael is associated with the miracle (Rambam, Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 1:5). 


And they repair the roads and the streets — nx papna 
DIDI nyg) DTI: There is a dispute among the com- 
mentaries with regard to the identification of these roads 
and streets. Some say that streets are located inside cities, 
while roads [derakhim], literally, ways, refers to the pathways 
in fields outside the city (Rabbeinu Meshulam). Others 
write that the roads are the main thoroughfares of the 
cities, whereas streets are the plots of land behind the 
houses where children played (Nimmukei Yosef on Moed 
Katan). According to this interpretation, some say that the 
mishna should be emended to read rehavot, open areas, as 
opposed to rehovot, streets (Rash Sirilio; Melekhet Shlomo, 
citing Rashi). 

Since the roads and streets were typically damaged by 
he winter rains, they had to be repaired and readied for the 
pilgrims who came to Jerusalem for Passover. This task was 
performed after the conclusion of the rainy season, starting 
rom the fifteenth of Adar (Tiklin Hadatin). According to 
other commentaries, the roads and streets refer specifically 
o the roads leading to the cities of refuge. It was important 
o maintain these roads to prevent any delay for a person 
who fled after committing unwitting manslaughter, so that 
he victim's avenger could not catch him and kill him before 
he reached the city of refuge (Rambam's Commentary on 
he Mishna). 


HALAKHA 
On the first of Adar the court proclaims concerning the collection 
of shekels - ovypurt by pyw wna Mya: On the first of Adar the 
court issues a proclamation that each adult male must set aside his 
half-shekel in order to donate it to the Temple on time, beginning 
from the fifteenth of that month (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 1:9). 


And with regard to diverse kinds — DYT byy: On the first of Adar 
the court issues a proclamation reminding people of the obligation 
to uproot all diverse kinds of food crops from fields, vineyards, and 
gardens. On the fifteenth of the month the agents of the court 
inspect all those places where crops are grown, to see whether the 
owners indeed removed all the prohibited crops (Rambam Sefer 
Zeraʻim, Hilkhot Kilayim 2:15). 


And on the fifteenth day of that month the Scroll of Esther is 
read in the cities - 03122 mya ms pip ia wy mwana: On the 
fifteenth of Adar the Scroll of Esther is read in cities that were walled 
at the time of Joshua's conquest of the Land. Even the residents of 
walled cities outside Eretz Yisrael read on the fifteenth. In all other 
places the Megilla is read on the fourteenth. This ruling is in ac- 
cordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla 
VaHanukka 1:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 688:1). 


BACKGROUND 
Shekels — Dope: The shekel was a coin worth about half a sela, or 
two dinars. It was apparently called by this name because it was 
equal in value to the amount that each person was obligated to 
donate to the Temple each year, which is a half of a shekel of the 
Torah, the sacred shekel, worth four dinars. 


Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh - p343 27 ja 77979 37 
atom: While tractate Shekalim is included in the standard Vilna print- 
ing of the Talmud, the text of the Babylonian Talmud on this tractate 
is not extant, and the text that is included is taken from the Jerusalem 
Talmud. For this reason, the standard commentaries of Rashi and To- 
safot that appear in virtually every tractate of the Babylonian Talmud 
are replaced by others in tractate Shekalim. 

The running commentary on the text that replaces Rashi is that 
of Rav Yehuda ben Binyamin HaRofeh of the Anav family in Rome. 
Rav Yehuda lived in the thirteenth century, approximately between 
1215 and 1280. In addition to this commentary and one on Rabbi Isaac 
Alfasi’s halakhic compendium, he was known as a liturgical poet who 


wrote penitential poems lamen 
the burning of the Talmud in Pari 
His younger brother, Tzidkiyah 
often quotes him as an authori 
interesting citation he permits 


ing contemporary events such as 
s and Rome in 1244. 

u, who authored Shibbolei HaLeket, 
y on issues of Jewish law. In one 
he use of vernacular translations 


o replace the traditional Aramaic translation that was used during 
public Torah readings. 


The cisterns — ora Miypia: It is likely that the cisterns referred to in 
he mishna were not only storage places for drinking water but also 
unctioned as ritual baths. Anyone who visited the Temple or wished 
o eat consecrated food had to immerse himself in a ritual bath. Ar- 
chaeological finds throughout Israel, particularly in the area around 
Jerusalem, attest to the many ritual baths that were maintained by 
he community to service those needs. 

A ritual bath is a body of stationary water that must contain at 
east forty sea of water accumulated naturally, i.e., the water cannot 
be drawn from a well or some other source. Usually a ritual bath is 
filled with rainwater whose flow is directed into a cistern. Many natu- 
ral bodies of water qualify as ritual baths, e.g., ponds, lakes, and seas. 
Certain rivers may also be used, depending upon their water source. 
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And agents of the court also go out to inspect the fields for diverse 
kinds of food crops, to determine whether or not the farmers had in 
fact uprooted these seeds after the proclamation on the first of the 
month. If the agents of the court found that these diverse kinds had 
not been uprooted, they themselves would uproot them. 


GEMARA The mishna taught that the court would issue a procla- 
mation concerning the new shekels on the first of Adar. The Gemara 
asks: And why specifically on the first of Adar? The Gemara answers: 
This was done in order that Jews would bring their shekels to the 
designated Temple chamber in the proper time, as the shekels had to 
be collected before the beginning of Nisan each year. And this would 
ensure that the collection of the Temple treasury chamber would be 
collected from the new shekels at its proper time, which is on the 
first of the month of Nisan, i.e., the beginning of the Temple year. 
After that date all communal offerings must be purchased from the 
new shekels. 


And Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak said: The collection of the 
Temple treasury chamber was performed each year on the same date 
as its first time, as it is written: “And it came to pass in the first 
month in the second year, on the first day of the month, that the 
Tabernacle was reared up” (Exodus 40:17). And a baraita was taught 
about this verse: On the day that the Tabernacle was erected, on that 
very day the funds were collected. The first of Nisan was thereafter 
permanently established as the date for the collection of the chamber. 


Rabbi Tavi said that Rabbi Yoshiya said in the name of Rabbi 
Kahana: It is stated here, with regard to the additional offerings of 
the New Moon: “This is the burnt-offering of every New Moon 
throughout the months of the year” (Numbers 28:14), and it is stated 
there, concerning the months of the year: “This month shall be to you 
the beginning of months; it shall be the first of the months of the year 
to you” (Exodus 12:2). Just as “the months of” stated there are count- 
ed only from Nisan, the first month of the year, so too, “the months 
of” that is stated here, with regard to the new shekels, are counted 
only from Nisan. 


Rabbi Yona said: Rabbi Tavi left aside the first clause of this baraita, 
and read only its latter clause, in which it is stated that the months of 
the year are counted from Nisan. However, this does not prove that 

the first of Nisan is the date after which communal offerings must be 

purchased with the new shekels. This is not as it was taught, as this is 

the full text of the baraita: The verse states: “This is the burnt-offering 

of a new month on its month, throughout the months of the year” 
(Numbers 28:14). One might have thought that a person should 

contribute a half-shekel each and every month. Therefore the verse 

states: “ofa new month on its month, throughout the months,” from 

which it is inferred: In one particular month a person contributes his 

half-shekel for all the months of the year. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that a person can 

contribute his half-shekel in any month he wants. Therefore, it is 

stated here, with regard to the additional offerings of the New Moon: 

“The months of” (Numbers 28:14), and it is stated there, with regard 

to the months of the year: “The months of” (Exodus 12:2). Just as the 

phrase “the months of,” which is stated there, is counted only from 

Nisan, the first month of the year, so too, the phrase “the months of,” 
which is stated here, with regard to the offerings, is counted only 

from Nisan. 


§ The mishna taught that on the first of Adar the court would issue a 
proclamation concerning the new shekels. The Gemara asks: What 
does it mean that they proclaim? Rav Huna said: They announce 
publicly that everyone is obligated to donate the half-shekel. As you 
say in quoting the verse: “And they made a proclamation throughout 
Judea and Jerusalem, to bring in for the Lord the tax that Moses, the 
servant of God, laid upon Israel in the wilderness” (11 Chronicles 24:9). 
The tax of Moses is the half-shekel that the Israelites were commanded 
to donate. 
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We learned in a mishna there (Megilla 1:4): The only halakhic dif- 
ference between First Adar and Second Adar is the recitation of 
the Megilla and the gifts to the poor, which are mitzvot of Purim, 
which is celebrated only in Second Adar. The Gemara comments: 
Rabbi Simon says in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi: The 
proclamations about the new shekels and about diverse kinds 
are also between them, i.e., are performed in Second Adar and not 
First Adar. The Gemara comments further: Rabbi Helbo and Rav 
Huna said that Rav said in the name of Rabbi Hiyya the Great as 
follows: All fulfill the obligation to read the Megilla on the four- 
teenth of Adar, which is the fixed time of its reading for most people, 
although there are other times in which particular groups can read 
the Megilla. 


Rabbi Yosei said: And that is so; the proclamations about the shek- 
els and about diverse kinds were certainly issued in Second Adar. 
Rabbi Yosei explains: Didn’t they say that the court would proclaim 
about the new shekels on the first of Adar in order that Jews would 
bring their shekels in the proper time, by the first of Nisan? And if 
you say that in a leap year the court issues this declaration in First 
Adar, until then there are still sixty days of the year before the first 
of Nisan. With so much time remaining, people might be lax and 
neglect to donate their half-shekels. 


Rabbi Yosei continues: Furthermore, didn’t they say that on the 
fifteenth of Adar the agents of the court would also go out to exam- 
ine the fields for diverse kinds of food crops, to determine whether 
the farmers had in fact uprooted these plants, and to do so themselves 
if those farmers had neglected their duty. Was this not performed on 
this date in order that the plants would be perceptible at that time? 
The court agents must have gone out near springtime, as otherwise 
they would have been unable to detect the presence of diverse kinds. 
And if you say that this task is performed in First Adar, until then 
the new crops are too small to be seen. Consequently, they must have 
waited until Second Adar, when the crops were visible. 


The Gemara comments: In light of the statement that the proclama- 
tion concerning the new shekels was to ensure that the coins would 
arrive in the Temple at the proper time, Rabbi Hizkiya asked the 
following rhetorical question: If that is so," then with regard to the 
residents of Babylonia, who live at a distance of several months’ 
travel from Jerusalem, the court should proclaim about the new 
shekels at the beginning of winter. Didn’t the court make the 
proclamation in order that the Jews would bring their shekels in 
the proper time, and thus the collection of the Temple treasury 
chamber will be collected from the new shekels at its appropriate 
time, on the first of Nisan? It therefore would be necessary to issue 
the proclamation earlier for distant locations. 


Rabbi Ulla raised a difficulty in the presence of Rabbi Mana: Rab- 
bi Hizkiya’s statement indicates that in each place the proclamation 
should be issued in accordance with the time it takes for the shekels 
to reach Jerusalem from there. But we learned in a mishna (Shekalim 
3:1): On three occasions in the year the shekels were collected from 
the chamber," for the purchase of offerings: Half a month before 
[biferos]' the festival of Passover, half a month before the festival of 
Shavuot, and half a month before the festival of Sukkot. 


Rabbi Ulla continued and said to Rabbi Mana in explanation: In light 
of this mishna, shouldn’t we say that the proclamation for shekels 
was issued in all places on the same date, the first of Adar, whereas 
the ceremony of the collection of the Temple treasury chamber was 
performed at three different times, in accordance with the arrival of 
the shekels to the Temple from different locations: With regard to 
those who are near Jerusalem, whose shekels arrived before the first 
of Nisan, the collection ceremony for their coins is half a month 
before Passover, while the ceremony for those who are farther away 
is half a month before Shavuot; and the ceremony for those who are 
even farther away than they are is half a month before Sukkot. 


NOTES 

Rabbi Hizkiya asked: If that is so — bxw maT 
mny: The later commentaries explain that Rabbi 
Hizkiya himself had no doubt with regard to this 
matter, as he was convinced that the proclamation 
in Babylonia was issued at the beginning of the win- 
er. His question was rhetorical in that it involved an 
assertion combined with the inquiry as to whether 
other scholars agreed with him. The commentaries add 
hat whenever the Jerusalem Talmud uses the phrase: 
Rabbi X asked a question, it should be understood as 
rhetorical in this manner (Tiklin Hadatin). 


HALAKHA 

On three occasions in the year the shekels were 
collected from the chamber - mwa D775 nywa 
mawhn ny panin: The shekels donated to the Temple 
each year were collected from the Temple treasury 
chamber and placed in special baskets at three times 
during the year: On the New Moon of Nisan; on the 
New Moon of Tishrei, either before or after Rosh Ha- 
Shana; and fifteen days before the festival of Shavuot 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 2:5). 


LANGUAGE 


Half a month before [biferos] - pinga: Possibly 
associated with the Greek péc, pros, meaning before 
or which comes before. 
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LANGUAGE 
Public [pumbei] — »a1a15: From the Greek nop, pompè, 
meaning a parade or solemn procession. The Gemara uses 
this as a general term for anything done in a publicized 
manner. 


NOTES 


On three occasions in the year in order to publicize the 
matter - rath vans nivyd ta opi nwwa: This means 
there is no obligation to donate on each of these three oc- 
casions, but rather it is enough to give a half-shekel once a 
year in Nisan for the communal offerings of that entire year. 
However, the Sages instituted an ordinance that the coins 
in the chamber should be collected and placed in special 
baskets on these three occasions. The communal offerings 
would subsequently be purchased from the funds in these 
baskets. The ritual of the collection of the chamber would 
be performed at times when many Jews were in Jerusalem, 
and would serve to publicize the importance of each person's 
donation of his half-shekel. This ceremony communicated 
that every member of the Jewish people, no matter how far 
away he lived, shared in the purchase of communal offerings 
(Tiklin Hadatin; Penei Zaken). 


Let the gold of the Ark cover come and atone for the gold 
of the Calf — bay Sw amt by gay miaa Sw am sa: There 
is a rabbinic principle that a prosecutor cannot become an 
advocate (see Rosh HaShana 26b). In other words, a substance 
with a negative symbolic value, like gold, i.e., the prosecu- 
or, since it evokes the sin of the Golden Calf, is not used 
or atonement, i.e., advocacy. Given this principle, how can 
he gold of the Ark cover (the advocate) atone for the gold 
of the Calf (the prosecutor)? The commentaries explain that 
his principle refers to a case where the advocate is seeking 
o atone for a transgression other than the one that is recalled 
by the prosecutor. For example, the High Priest would not 
wear gold when entering the Holy of Holies on Yom Kippur 
o avoid any association with the sin of the Golden Calf, as his 
service did not atone for that sin but for all the transgressions 
of the Jewish people over the course of the previous year. 
n contrast, when the prosecutor is specifically designed to 
atone for that very transgression, e.g., the gold of the Ark 
cover was intended as atonement for the Golden Calf, it is 
entirely proper that the same substance be used. The Gemara 
in tractate Yoma (86b) explains that the true penitent is one 
who has the opportunity to perform the transgression again 
and refrains from doing so. Rav Yehuda adds that this state- 
ment refers to an identical set of circumstances, e.g., the same 
woman at the same time and at the same place, which in 
this case is represented by the use of the same gold material 
(Arukh LaNer on Rosh HaShana 26b). 


BACKGROUND 
Gold — amt: Gold is a relatively soft metal that can be found in 
different forms in nature. Among these are nuggets or grains 
in rocks, geological veins, and alluvial deposits. 


Gold ore from the Toi gold mine in Japan. After extraction, an 860 kg rock such 
as this one yields 30 g of gold, as seen on the red square. 
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Rabbi Mana said to Rabbi Ulla: The different collections of the 
chamber do not reflect the different times of the shekels’ arrival, 
but rather the entire collection of shekels arrives at one time, 
by the first of Nisan, and in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Hizkiya. And why then did the Sages say that the money 
is collected from the chamber on three occasions in the year? 
In order to publicize [pumbei]' the matter," that everyone is 
obligated to donate half-shekels for the purchase of communal 
offerings. 


§ Rabbi Yehuda bar Pazi said in the name of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi: Can we read the following verses and not be afraid? On 
the one hand, when the Jewish people were asked to donate for 
the good purpose of the construction of the Tabernacle, the verse 
states: “And they came, both men and women, as many as were 
willinghearted, and brought...an offering of gold to the Lord” 
(Exodus 35:22). This indicates that only the generous among the 
people brought donations. On the other hand, when the Jews 
were asked to donate for the evil purpose of the Golden Calf, it 
states that not only the willinghearted but: “And all the people 
broke off the golden rings which were in their ears, and brought 
them unto Aaron” (Exodus 32:3). 


A similar idea is found with regard to the people’s initiatives. 
When they initiated for good, at Sinai, it states: “And Moses 
brought forth the people out of the camp to meet God; and they 
stood at the nether part of the mount” (Exodus 19:17). This verse 
indicates that they did not venture forth on their own initiative, 
but only upon Moses’ instruction. In contrast, when it is for evil, 
the people took the initiative, as the verse states with regard to 
sending the spies: “And you came near to me every one of you, 
and said: Let us send men before us, that they may search the land 
for us, and bring us back word of the way by which we must go 
up, and the cities unto which we shall come” (Deuteronomy 1:22). 


Another example: For good, with regard to the song at the Red 
Sea after the Israelites were rescued from the Egyptians, it is 
stated: “Then sang Moses and the children of Israel this song 
unto the Lord, and spoke, saying: I will sing unto the Lord, for 
He is highly exalted; the horse and his rider He has thrown into 
the sea” (Exodus 15:1). They did not start singing of their own 
accord, but merely followed Moses’ lead. Yet for evil, after the 
spies delivered their report upon their return from Eretz Yisrael, 
the verse states: “And all the congregation lifted up their voice, 
and cried; and the people wept that night” (Numbers 14:1). 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said: When he reproves the Jews, the 

prophet also notes their greater willingness to perform evil than 

good: “I said: Surely you will fear Me, you will receive correction; 

so her dwelling shall not be cut off, despite all that I have visited 

upon her; but they rose early and corrupted all their doings” 
(Zephaniah 3:7), which indicates that every act of corruption 

that the Jews would perform, they would perform it early in the 

day. In contrast, only the vigilant arise early to fulfill mitzvot. 


In reference to the previous statement that the Jews donated to 
both the Tabernacle and the Golden Calf, Rabbi Abba bar Aha 
said: You cannot discern the true nature of this people, as dona- 
tions are requested for the Golden Calf and they give; and later, 
donations are requested for the Tabernacle, and they also give. 


In this regard, Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina taught this baraita. The 
verse states: “And you shall make an Ark cover of pure gold” 


(Exodus 25:17). Let the gold? of the Ark cover come and atone 
for the gold of the Calf." 
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The Gemara returns to the issue of the collection of the 
shekels. Rabbi Haggai said in the name of Rabban Shimon 
bar Nahman: Three collections" are stated in this passage 
(Exodus 25:1-3): The collection for the sockets, in which the 
beams of the Tabernacle building were placed; the collection 
of shekels for communal offerings; and the collection for the 
building of the Tabernacle. When the verse states: “Speak to 
the children of Israel, that they take for Me an offering” 
(Exodus 25:2), this is the collection of sockets. “Of every 
man whose heart makes him willing, you shall take My 
offering” (Exodus 25:2); this is the collection of shekels. 
“And this is the offering which you shall take from them” 
(Exodus 25:3); this is the collection of the Tabernacle. 


The Gemara elaborates: The collection of the Tabernacle 

goes to the Tabernacle, and whatever the authorities want 

to do with this money for the purpose of the Tabernacle they 

may do. The collection of shekels is for the communal offer- 
ing; whatever they want to do with this money for the acqui- 
sition of the various communal offerings, they may do. Every 

Jewish male participates in this collection, in order that they 

all have an equal share in the communal offerings. 


As for the collection of the sockets, it is brought for the mak- 
ing of sockets. In this case the verse states: “The rich shall 
not give more, and the poor shall not give less” (Exodus 
30:15). Every male from age twenty upward donated the fixed 
sum of a half-shekel, which was used for the making of the 
sockets. 


Rabbi Avun said: In this passage as well, three collections 
are stated: “Half a shekel for an offering to the Lord” (Exo- 
dus 30:13); “Shall give the offering of the Lord” (Exodus 
30:14); “They give the offering of the Lord” (Exodus 30:15). 


§ The mishna taught that on the fifteenth day of the month 
of Adar the Scroll of Esther is read in cities. The Gemara asks: 
But how can this be so? Didn’t Rabbi Helbo say citing Rav 
Huna citing Rav, in the name of Rabbi Hiyya the Great: All 
fulfill the obligation to read the Megilla on the fourteenth of 
Adar, which is the fixed time of its recitation. This ruling 
apparently includes even the inhabitants of walled cities. 


The Gemara answers: This statement does not come to estab- 
lish the correct date for reciting the Megilla, but to teach you 
that all the other mitzvot that are practiced in a leap year in 
Second Adar are not practiced in First Adar. 


The Gemara relates: Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Aha were sitting 

together. Rabbi Yosei said to Rabbi Aha: The statement that 

all fulfill their obligation on the fourteenth indeed means that 

all may read the Megilla on the fourteenth. Yet it is reason- 
able to say so only after the fact, i.e., if they neglected to do 

so on the fifteenth, the inhabitants of a walled city have ful- 
filled their obligation by reading on the fourteenth. However, 
the residents of walled cities may not read the Megilla on the 

fourteenth ab initio. 


Rabbi Aha raised an objection to Rabbi Yosei. But wasn’t it 
taught in a baraita: In a place where they were accustomed 
to read the Megilla on two days, due to doubt over whether 
or not that city was surrounded by a wall in the days of Joshua 
(e.g., Tiberias; see Megilla sb), they read it on two days? Yet 
you claim that even in a place where the Megilla must defi- 
nitely be read on the fifteenth, if it was read on the fourteenth 
the residents are not obligated to read it again. Rabbi Yosei 
said to him: I too hold like that, i.e., that residents of a walled 
city should read the Megilla on the fifteenth, even when they 
had already read it on the fourteenth. 


NOTES 


Three collections - niana wow: Different halakhot applied 
to these three collections. The collection for the Tabernacle 
was voluntary; each person would donate as he saw fit, 
with regard to both the size of his donation and the type 
of material, be it gold, wood, or anything else. The collec- 
tion of shekels for offerings was obligatory and identical for 
every adult male; the authorities could adjust the specific 
amount, but it was required to be the same amount for all. 
The collection for the sockets was fixed and was set at one 
half-shekel for each adult male. 


BACKGROUND 


Sockets — 03%: According to tradition, as stated in the 
baraita that deals with the construction of the Tabernacle, 
the beams of the Tabernacle were connected to the sockets 
in the following manner: Each socket consisted of silver that 
was appropriately shaped to fit the beams. At the bottom 
of each beam the wood was cut to create two protruding 
sections, each of which was inserted into a socket. 


Bottom of beam fitting into socket 
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HALAKHA 

Mitzvot that are practiced in Second Adar are not practiced 
in the First, apart from eulogy and fasting — niayian min 
TIN YN T_T YAN jwa miata Ps 2 w YKI: Ina leap 
year, eulogies and fasting are prohibited on the fourteenth 
and fifteenth of First Adar, regardless of whether one lives in 
a walled city. However, the other mitzvot of Purim, i.e., reading 
the Megilla, sending portions of food to one's fellow, giving 
gifts to the poor, and conducting a festive meal, do not apply 
on these days. Some say that even eulogies and fasting are 
permitted in First Adar. The Rema writes that the established 
custom is in accordance with the first opinion, as stated in 
the baraita of Megillat Ta‘anit (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Megilla VaHanukka 2:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 697:1). 


With regard to the issue of dating legal documents one 
writes First Adar and in Second Adar simply Adar - paw 
BND IW TIN) wx Tx pania niw: With regard to a bill 
of divorce written in a leap year, if it is written in First Adar, 
the scribe should write: In the month of First Adar, and if it 
is written in Second Adar, he should write: In the month of 
Second Adar. If he simply writes Adar instead of First Adar, the 
bill of divorce is valid, but if he writes Adar instead of Second 
Adar, the document is invalid (Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 
126:7; see Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 43:28 with regard 
to monetary documents). 


_ BACKGROUND © 

Tzippori — pdx: Tzippori is located in the central Lower Gali- 
ee. It was destroyed after the death of Herod, but was later 
reconstructed in great splendor. The prestige of the city grew 
significantly toward the end of the tannaitic period, when the 
Jewish settlement of the Galilee was developed and strength- 
ened. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi moved to Tzippori and transferred 
he seat of the Sanhedrin to there as well, transforming the 
city into a Torah center for many years, through the period of 
he redaction of the Jerusalem Talmud. 


Zodiac mosaic found in a synagogue in Tzippori 
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Rabbi Yosei did not explain how Rabbi Helbo’s statement that 
all fulfill their obligation on the fourteenth fits with the baraita. 
Rabbi Mana said: And this is so; there is no contradiction from 
the baraita. If, after reciting the Megilla on the fourteenth of Adar, 
one wants to read it again on the fifteenth, perhaps we do not 
listen to him, i.e., allow him? If you say so, you have turned 
out to have directly uprooted the proper time for the recitation 
of the Megilla in walled cities, which is the fifteenth of Adar. 
Therefore, it is appropriate for one who has already read on the 
fourteenth to read again on the fifteenth. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: 
All the mitzvot that are practiced in Second Adar are not prac- 
ticed in the First Adar, apart from the prohibitions against eu- 
logy and fasting" on Purim, which apply equally in both this 
month and that one." It is prohibited to give a eulogy or to fast 
on the fourteenth and fifteenth of First Adar. 


Rabbi Ba said, citing Rabbi Yirmeya in the name of Rav, and 
similarly, Rabbi Simon said in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel. 


Rav Huna the Great from Tzippori® said: Rabbi Hanina insti- 
tuted the custom in Tzippori in accordance with this opinion 
of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. The Gemara infers: Rav Huna 
did not say that according to Rabbi Hanina the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, 
i.e., as a definitive ruling; rather, he meant that Rabbi Hanina 
merely instituted the custom in practice, even though it is not 
the definitive halakha. 


However, with regard to the issue of dating legal documents, the 
following practice is followed. One writes First Adar, and in 
Second Adar, simply Adar." Rabbi Yosei says: In First Adar 


NOTES 


Mitzvot that are practiced in Second Adar are not practiced 
in the First, apart from eulogy and fasting — niai3za myn 
TYM TOA YIM WN NITI Pg WW TSA: The later com- 
mentaries ask: Why should eulogy and fasting be prohibited 
during First Adar, when Purim is not celebrated? These pro- 
hibitions on Purim are derived by the Gemara in tractate Me- 
gilla (5b) from the verse: "That they should make them days of 
easting and gladness” (Esther 9:22), and the fourteenth and 
fifteenth of First Adar are not days of feasting and gladness. 
They answer that the prohibition against eulogy and fasting 
on these days is not derived from that verse, but rather from 
he inclusion of these dates in Megillat Taanit in the list of days 
prohibited for eulogies and fasting. It is also stated there that 
he only difference between First Adar and Second Adar is 
he reading of the Megilla and the giving of gifts to the poor, 


which supports the idea that the two months are equal with 
regard to eulogies and fasting (Vilna Gaon; Shu/han Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 568:7). 


Apart from eulogy and fasting which apply equally in both 
this and that - ma ma pnw pe mym tsp yin: Accord- 
ing to most commentaries, this means that eulogy and fasting 
are prohibited in First Adar like in Second Adar, as indicated 
by the wording of the baraita. Conversely, some authorities 
maintain that eulogy and fasting are prohibited in First Adar 
only if the Megilla had been read in that month, before that 
year was established as a leap year. If, however, it was declared 
a leap year before the beginning of Adar, one may eulogize 
or fast on the fourteenth and fifteenth of First Adar ab initio 
(Rosh on Megilla 6b). 
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cisterns. And they did all that was necessary for public welfare." 
The Gemara explains: These are the matters necessary for public 
welfare: They judge monetary cases, capital cases, and cases that 
involve the punishment of lashes. And the court also redeems 


valuations," consecrations of articles for Temple or priestly use, 
and consecrations for Temple maintenance or as offerings. 


And they did all that was necessary for public welfare — pwiyi 
Daya bs: Some commentaries explain that since Adar is 
the last month of the year, following the order of the months 
that starts with Nisan, the court performs all necessary repairs 
and duties at this time in order that these unpleasant tasks 
should not remain for the upcoming year. With regard to the 
redemption of valuations and various consecrations, it is per- 
formed at this stage to coincide with the collection of the half- 
shekels (Me’iri). Others similarly explain that since this is the end 
of the year according to Torah law, all matters that have been 
neglected throughout the year must be completed at this time 
(Tiferet Yisrael). Yet others add that since the court has to address 
the repair of damage caused by rain to graves, roads, and wells, 


NOTES 


it also dealt with other issues of public interest at this juncture 
(Tosefot Yom Tov). 


And they redeem valuations — p3% jia: Regular vows are 
vows of a prohibition, in which one renders an article prohib- 
ited to oneself. In contrast, valuations are dedicatory vows, in 
which one dedicates some item or amount to a particular pur- 
pose, usually having to do with the Temple. In a valuation one 
says: | promise to pay my value, or: | promise to pay the value 
of so-and-so, and he is subsequently obligated to pay to the 
Sanctuary the specific value of the person as set by the Torah, 
according to age and gender. The expression: Redemption of 
valuations, refers to the collection of the money pledged in the 
vow from the one who uttered the vow. 
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And they give the sota to drink — Ayia ny ppw: During 
the time of the Temple, it was forbidden for a woman who 
secluded herself with a specific man despite being warned by 
her husband in the presence of witnesses not to do so to have 
relations with her husband until her claims of innocence were 
proven. This was effected by her drinking special waters into 
which a scroll had been dissolved (see Numbers 5:12-31). As 
stated above, the reason why the court dealt with a sota at this 
particular time was to complete all unsavory tasks before the 
year was out, so that they should not remain for the upcoming 
year (Meiiri). 
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And they burn the heifer - 7197 ny paqiwy: One of the 
requirements for the ritual purification of one who contracted 
impurity through contact with the dead is the sprinkling of the 
waters of purification on the third and seventh days following 
his immersion. Water was drawn from a spring, and the ashes 
of the red heifer, which had been burnt whole on the Mount 
of Olives, were mixed into it. This heifer had to be entirely red 
and unblemished, and could never have been used for labor. 
Nine heifers are known to have been burned for this purpose 
throughout the generations. 

The Torah describes this ritual in Numbers 19:2-12. It was 
performed when the Temple was standing. Since the burning 
of the red heifer is necessary for the public welfare, the court 
performed the ritual during this period (Tosefot Yom Tov). 

It is possible that the color red mentioned in the Torah refer- 
ring to the heifer is in fact a shade of brown, since there are no 
known species that are red in the sense that is usually meant 
today. A slightly different example of this can be found in the 
name of the land of Edom, which literally means red, now 
in modern-day Jordan. Its mountains are a unique shade of 
brown and red. 


Red Angus, a species with a reddish-brown hide 
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And they give the sota to drink," and they burn the red heifer," 
to use its ashes for the ritual purification of those rendered impure 
by contact with the dead, and they break the neck of the heifer 
whose neck is broken," and they pierce the ear of a Hebrew 
slave," and they render the leper ritually pure." And they re- 
move the locks" that were placed over the water cisterns during 
the winter, as this water was for public use in the summer, and 
they do not replace them until the winter. 


Al Khazneh, popularly known as the Treasury, in Petra, Jordan 


And they break the neck of the heifer whose neck is broken — 
mony may paniy: The mitzva of the heifer whose neck is bro- 
ken is stated in the Torah (Deuteronomy 21:1-9). When a body is 
found outside a town and it is unknown who caused his death, 
the elders of the town nearest to the corpse must bring a heifer 
“which has not been worked and which has not drawn a yoke” 
(Deuteronomy 21:3). The heifer is taken to an untilled riverbed, 
where the elders must break its neck. They then wash their 
hands and recite a statement absolving themselves of guilt for 
the death. It is prohibited to derive benefit from the heifer even 
after its neck has been broken. 

This ritual is also performed at this time of year in order to 
finish all unpleasant tasks and make a fresh start to the new 
year (Me'iri). 


And they pierce the ear of a Hebrew slave - Vay Tay pyyin: 
A Hebrew slave who does not wish to terminate his servitude 
after six years of service may remain with his master until the 
Jubilee Year or until his master’s death. When the slave asserts 
that he wishes to remain enslaved, the master brings him to 
court, where the slave stands next to a doorpost, and an awl or 


similar metal instrument is driven through his ear (see Exodus 
21:5-6; Kiddushin 14b-15a). If the piercing of the slave's ear is not 
performed by the court at the proper time, this ritual too must 
be carried out before the year's end. 


And they render the leper ritually pure — yia nx prv: 
The order of the ritual purification of a leper appears in 
Leviticus 14. 

On the first day of his purification, the leper brings two birds. 
These birds are not sacrificed. Rather, one of them is slaughtered 
by a priest over an earthenware vessel that contains spring- 
water. Next, the priest takes a piece of cedar wood, a hyssop 
branch, and a length of scarlet wool, together with the living 
bird, and dips them in the earthenware vessel. This mixture is 
sprinkled seven times on the one seeking purification. 

The leper subsequently shaves all his hair, and on the sev- 
enth day he shaves again and immerses himself. At this stage 
he is classified as one who immersed himself that day, and as 
such it is still prohibited for him to eat teruma. After sunset he 
is permitted to partake of teruma if he is a priest, and he is now 
considered one lacking atonement, until he brings the follow- 
ing offerings the next day: One male lamb as a guilt-offering, 
one female lamb as a sin-offering, and another male lamb as a 
burnt-offering, as well as a meal-offering and a /og of oil. If he 
is poor he can bring two birds in place of the two male lambs. 
The guilt-offering is sacrificed first. 

The reason why the court deals with the ritual purification 
of the leper at this juncture is probably also due to the desire 
to finish all unpleasant matters before the New Year, as stated 
previously (Me’iri). Some commentaries cite this Gemara as 
proof that the ceremony of the ritual purification of a leper 
does not have to be performed on the very day that he is pro- 
nounced cured of the disease, for otherwise it could not be 
postponed until the fifteenth of Adar. Admittedly, Torat Koha- 
nim derives from the verse: “On the day of his purification he 
shall be brought to the priest” (Leviticus 14:2), that he should 
not delay his ritual purification. However, this does not mean 
that he is forcibly brought to the priest on that day, but merely 
that he does not have to delay the ceremony for another seven 
days once his leprosy has healed (Binyan Tziyon HaHadashot). 
See the Ramban’s commentary on this verse. 


And they remove the locks - byyan Dx pp wins: Since there is 
no rainfall in Eretz Yisrael in the summer, in mishnaic times they 
stored rainwater that fell during the winter months in cisterns 
allocated for use during the dry summer. Once the cisterns 
were full, they locked them until the summer. On the fifteenth 
of Adar, at the end of the winter, they broke open the locks so 
that the public could draw water from the cisterns throughout 
the summer (Meri). 
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We learned in a baraita there that although it is prohibited to 
perform unnecessary work on the intermediate days of a Festival, 
during these days one may water an irrigated field, and one may 
mark the graves by painting lime on them. The Gemara asks: But 
didn’t the court already mark the graves in Adar, as stated in the 
mishna here? Why was it necessary to mark them again during 
the Festival? The Gemara answers: It can be explained as referring 
to a situation where a downpour rained down after the graves 
were initially marked in Adar, and washed away the previous 
markings. 


The mishna further taught that on the fifteenth of Adar, agents of 
the court would also go out to inspect the fields for diverse kinds 
of food crops. The Gemara asks: But didn’t they already go out 
in the beginning of Adar to examine the fields for diverse kinds, 
as the mishna previously stated? The Gemara answers: It can be 
explained that the year was late [afila],"' i.e., the crops had not 
yet sprouted by the beginning of Adar, and the plants are not 
perceptible until later. 


§ The Gemara asks: From where is the obligation of marking 
graves"? derived? Rabbi Berekhya said in the name of Rabbi 
Ya’akov bar bat Ya’akov in the name of Rabbi Hunya of Berat 
Havrin,* Rabbi Yosei said it was Rabbi Ya’akov bar Aha, in the 
name of Rabbi Hunya of Berat Havrin, while Rabbi Hizkiya and 
Rabbi Uziel, son of Rabbi Hunya of Berat Havrin, said it in the 
name of Rabbi Hunya of Berat Havrin. These Sages said that the 
proof is from a verse: “And the leper in whom the plague is, his 
clothes shall be rent, and the hair of his head shall go loose, and 
he shall cover his upper lip, and shall cry: Unclean, unclean’ 
(Leviticus 13:45). 
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The Gemara explains: This teaches that one must take measures 
in order that the ritually impure object, in this case the leper, 
calls to you verbally, as it were, and tells you: Separate yourself 
from it. Just as the leper warns everyone that he is ritually impure, 
one must likewise mark graves to warn passersby of their impure 
status. 


Rabbi Ila in the name of Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahman cited a 
different verse in this regard: “And when they that pass through 
shall pass through the land, and anyone sees a man’s bone, then 
shall he set up a sign by it, till the buriers have buried it in the 
valley of Hamon-gog” (Ezekiel 39:15). This verse explicitly states 
that there is a need to mark graves. 


The Gemara adds that further halakhot can be derived from this 
verse. “Bone”: from here it is derived that one marks bones. “A 
man”: From here it is derived that one marks a spine and skull 
that were found. 


“Then shall he set up”: From here it is derived that one marks 
the sign of ritual impurity on a fixed stone, for if you say that one 
may mark on a detached stone, that very stone is likely to move 
from that spot, and it will incorrectly mark another place as ritu- 
ally impure. It is therefore necessary to use a stone that will not 
be moved. 


The verse further states: “By it”: This is referring to a place of 
ritual purity. In other words, the marking should not be placed 
on the spot of ritual impurity itself, but in a nearby, ritually pure 
location. “A sign”: From here we learn of the obligation to mark. 
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—__———  HALAKHA 
That the year was late - ao mwa AN Tw: Although agents 
of the court were sent out every year on the fifteenth of Adar 
to search for diverse kinds of food crops, and they declared 
ownerless the fields of those who maintained these crops, 
nevertheless, they went out again on the intermediate days of 
Passover to see whether any late plants of diverse kinds had 
sprouted. If the owner of the field refused to uproot them, the 
agents declared the field ownerless at that time (Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im, Hilkhot Kilayim 2:17). 


The marking of graves — nia 9%: If one finds a grave or any 
part of a corpse that confers the ritual impurity by means of 
a tent, i.e. by entering the air space over it or by being under 
the same roof, he is obligated to mark it so that people will be 
aware of the source of the impurity. The marker is not placed 
right over the impurity but at a slight distance, to ensure that 
items do not accidentally enter into the space that renders 
them impure. However, the marker should not be located too 
far away either, so as not to increase the impurity of Eretz Yisrael. 
No mark should be placed in a location that is well known to 
be impure, but only in doubtful spots, e.g., a field in which a 
grave was lost, or boughs of trees and projecting branches over 
a grave (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 8:9). 


BACKGROUND 


The marking of graves — ninap q¥: Graves were marked in 
order to warn priests and those who wanted to remain in a 
state of ritual purity not to pass over them. A grave marker is not 
identical to a nefesh, which is a special structure erected over 
a grave, similar to a tombstone, in honor of the deceased. The 
markings were placed by agents of the court every year from 
the fifteenth of Adar, as the old markings were usually erased 
by the rains and had to be renewed. Stones were positioned 
on either side of the grave, while white lime, signifying bones, 
was poured around the grave to demarcate the ritually impure 
area (Moed Katan 6a; Megilla 13b; Jerusalem Talmud, Moed 
Katan 1:2; Sota 9:1). 


Berat Havrin — jn nya: Rabbi Hunya’s place of residence is 
referred to as Havran in the Jerusalem Talmud, and sometimes 
as Havrin. The preceding term, Berat, can appear as Devrat, 
Deveit, Bikat, or Bet, all meaning house. Some identify Berat 
Havrin with Beit Horon near Jerusalem, on the slopes of the 
mountains of Ephraim, due to the similarity between the 
names. Others claim it is Hirbat Huwara, near Tzippori in the 
Lower Galilee. 

Most likely, the reference is to a settlement in the area of 
Huran, in the eastern Golan, near Jabal Huaran, called Jabal 
Druze nowadays in Arabic. This area was once settled by Jews, 
and it is mentioned among the borders of Israel in the book 
of Ezekiel (47:16). It also appears in the Mishna, in the list of 
places where they lit bonfires to announce the new month 
(Rosh HaShana 22b). 


Observation point in modern-day Beit Horon 


LANGUAGE 


Late [afila] - mbox: From the Akkadian apalu, to be late. The “But the wheat and the spelt were not smitten, for they ripen 


term appears in the Torah and in mishnaic Hebrew with regard 
to produce and fruit that has yet to ripen. See Exodus 9:32: 


late [afilot]" and Tosefta, Shevi'it 7: “One may eat grapes until 
the poorest ones are consumed; if some fruit are later [afilot] 


than these, one may eat them.” The Sages also use this term in 
reference to a year in which plants sprout late due to climatic 
changes. 
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HALAKHA 
If one found one marked stone, etc. — NYAYA NNN JI% NYI 
"131: If one discovered a single, marked stone, the area beneath 
it is ritually impure. If he found two marked stones, with lime in 
between, the space between them is impure. If the lime was 
ound only on the stones themselves, if there was earthenware 
between them it is assumed to be part of a building, not a marker 
of impurity. If there was no earthenware and the lime was flat- 
ened out on each side of the stone's edges, it is a mark of im- 
purity, and the area between the stones is ritually impure. The 
Ra'avad writes that if the space in between was plowed it is pure, 
since, as stated in the baraita, people would certainly not plow 
he area of a grave (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 8:10). 


At first they would uproot — papiy 97 miwa: After the court 
announced the requirement to remove all diverse seeds on 
the first of Adar, it sent out agents on the fifteenth to inspect 
whether the owners of fields and roofs had indeed cleared their 
property of all diverse kinds. If they found owners who had 
failed to uproot those plants, at first the agents uprooted them 
and cast the prohibited plants in front of the owners. However, 
this practice pleased the owners, as it served to clean their fields. 
The Sages therefore instituted that any field in which were found 
diverse kinds with a ratio of one kind to twenty-four of the other, 
or more, should be declared ownerless (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Kilayim 2:15-16). 


NOTES 
If there were two marked stones, the one who covers them 
remains ritually pure — nv iby bnan DAW pit: There was 
no concern that these two stones might be marking two differ- 
ent graves, as it was not customary to mark a grave on only one 
side (Sidrei Taharot; Oholot). 


It is preferable that people are harmed by it temporarily and 
are not harmed by it permanently — mw ja bpbpmw abi 
ohiydia bpbpm by: The early commentaries ask: ifthe spot was 
eft unmarked during the period when enough flesh remains to 
confer ritual impurity, the potential error has far worse implica- 
ions. Priests who unknowingly became impure from this flesh 
might eat teruma, for which one is liable to receive death at the 
hand of Heaven, or they might eat consecrated meat unwittingly 
and be liable to receive karet. 

In contrast, the risk involved in people incorrectly thinking 
hey are ritually impure involves only the possible unintentional 
violation of the relatively light prohibition against burning ritu- 
ally pure teruma or other consecrated foods. They explain that 
although the potential error is more severe, the risk of error is 
much less. This is because during the short period it takes for 
the flesh to decompose, people will remember that a grave is 
located there, and passersby will know that they may have be- 
come impure (Jalmidei Rabbeinu Yehiel miParis; Moed Katan 5b). 


They instituted that the entire field should be declared 
ownerless — mwah DY PPPI ww WPI: Some authorities 
cite this mishna as proof that one who declares his field owner- 
less is no longer in violation of the prohibition against planting 
diverse kinds, for if this were not the case the declaration that the 
field was ownerless would not solve the problem. The reason for 
this is that by declaring it ownerless, the field is no longer classi- 
fied as “your field” in terms of the verse: “You shall not sow your 
field with diverse kinds” (Leviticus 19:19). Therefore, the former 
owner has ceased to transgress the prohibition (Yehuda Ya‘ale 
on the Mahari Asad). 
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It was further taught with regard to the same issue: And if one 

found one marked stone," even though one should not estab- 
lish it in this manner, i.e., one should not mark a place of ritual 
impurity with a single stone ab initio, but with two stones in 
order to delineate the extent of the impurity, nevertheless, one 

who covers it, i.e., places some part of his body in the space 

above it, is rendered ritually impure. In sucha case I say, i.e., one 

ought to assume: There was a dead body marked here, and it 

was located underneath this stone. 


However, if there were two marked stones, the one who covers 
them with part of his body remains ritually pure," as the source 
of impurity is typically located between, not underneath, the two 
markers. And consequently, ifhe covered the space between the 
stones, he is ritually impure. 


And if there were plow marks between these two stones, they 

are considered like isolated stones with regard to this halakha. 
Therefore, ifhe covered the area between the stones with part of 
his body he is ritually pure, and if he covered the space sur- 
rounding the area where they are set he is impure, as it can be 

assumed there was a source of impurity under each stone. 


It was taught in a different baraita that one does not mark on 
the location of the flesh of a corpse without any bones. Why 
not? Perhaps the flesh has decomposed, leaving less than the 
minimum size that confers ritual impurity by covering, which is 
an olive-bulk. If the mark is left there, the spot will permanently 
be treated as ritually impure. 


Rabbi Yusta bar Shunem wondered in the presence of Rabbi 
Mana: And doesn’t he thereby render pure items ritually im- 
pure retroactively? If the flesh is not marked at all, pure items 
might pass over the spot before the flesh has decayed, rendering 
them ritually impure. He said to him: It is preferable that peo- 
ple are harmed by it temporarily, while the flesh is still there, 
and are not harmed by it permanently,’ by wrongly thinking 
that their pure foods contracted ritual impurity from this source. 


HALAKHA2-: MISHNA Atthe end of the last mishna 
it was stated that the court sends out agents on the fifteenth of 
Adar to inspect whether the owners of fields had indeed up- 
rooted any diverse kinds of crops as instructed. Rabbi Yehuda 
said: At first those agents would uproot" the diverse kinds of 
crops and cast them in front of the owners of the fields. When 
the number of transgressors who would not uproot diverse 
kinds in their fields increased, and the Sages saw that this tactic 
was ineffective, they would cast the uprooted crops onto the 
roads. Ultimately, they instituted that the entire field should 
be declared ownerless." 


GEMARA With regard to what Rabbi Yehuda said in the 
mishna, i.e., that there were three stages of the Sages’ decree, the 
Gemara elaborates as it was taught in a baraita. Rabbi Yehuda 
said: At first the agents of the court would uproot the diverse 
kinds of crops and cast them in front of the owners, and those 
owners would doubly rejoice. One reason for their happiness 
was that others were weeding their fields for them, and the 
other reason was that they would derive benefit from these 
diverse kinds, which they would feed to their animals. 


The baraita continues: When the number of transgressors 
who maintained diverse kinds in their fields increased, they 
would cast the uprooted crops onto the roads, so that passersby 
should trample on them and render them unfit for any use. Even 
so, the owners still rejoiced that those agents were weeding 
their fields. Therefore, the Sages instituted that the entire field 
should be declared ownerless, which would deter people from 
maintaining diverse kinds in their fields. 
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The Gemara asks: From where is it derived that property declared 
ownerless by the court is in fact ownerless?" As the mishna states 
that the court rendered the fields ownerless, clearly they had the 
power to do so. What is the source for their having this power? The 
Gemara answers: As it is written, with regard to the proclamation 


of Ezra and his court to all the people to gather in Jerusalem, where 
he instructed those who had married foreign women to divorce 
them: “And that whosoever came not within three days, accord- 
ing to the counsel of the princes and the elders, all his substance 
should be forfeited, and himself separated from the congregation 
of the captivity” (Ezra 10:8). This shows that the court has the 
power to render ownerless the property of anyone who violates its 


commands. 
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The Gemara further asks: From where is it derived that this owner- 
less field is exempt from tithes," like a field rendered ownerless by 
its owner? Rabbi Yonatan, son of Rabbi Yitzhak bar Aha, learned 
the halakha of this case from this baraita: One may not intercalate 
the year, by adding the month of Second Adar, neither in the Sab- 
batical Year nor in the year after the Sabbatical Year." And if they 


transgressed and intercalated it, the year is intercalated. 
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Rabbi Yonatan explains how exemption from tithes of a field that 
was declared ownerless by the court can be derived from this barai- 


ta: And yet with regard to that one month that he adds, i.e., the 
month to intercalate the year, which is added to the Sabbatical Year, 
aren't the crops harvested in that additional month exempt from 
tithes? These crops are Sabbatical produce and as such exempt from 
tithes, but that status is only a result of the decree of the court to 
extend the year. This proves that the court has the power to render 
a field exempt from tithes. 
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The Gemara continues to analyze the baraita. Until here it is clear 
why the Sabbatical Year should not be intercalated, as it extends 
the prohibitions of the Sabbatical year. However, what is the reason 
that the year after the Sabbatical Year should not be intercalated? 


Rabbi Bun said: The reason is so as not to increase the period of 
the prohibition of new grain. In the year after the seventh year 
people are still relying on the produce of the sixth year until the new 
crop sprouts in the spring of the eighth year. Since the food supply 
is liable to run out, the sooner the new grain can be eaten, the better. 
It is only permitted after the bringing of the omer offering on the 
sixteenth of Nisan, and therefore it is preferable not to extend the 
year, which would delay the beginning of Nisan. 
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Rabbi Ze’eira says in the name of Rabbi Elazar: That which you 
say, that one may not intercalate the Sabbatical Year or the following 
year, applied until the time that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permitted 
one to import vegetables from outside Eretz Yisrael to Eretz 
Yisrael. Beforehand there was a danger of insufficient food, and the 
court needed to refrain from lengthening either year. However, 


from the time when Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permitted one to im- 
port vegetables from outside Eretz Yisrael to Eretz Yisrael, and 
there was enough food for all, the Sabbatical Year is like other years 
of the Sabbatical cycle, i.e., it is permitted to intercalate any year. 


From where is it derived that this ownerless field is exempt 
from tithes — niwya7 pa ATs KT ma: Ifthe owner of a field 
declares its produce ownerless, he is not obligated to separate 
terumot and tithes from it, as it states: “And the Levite shall come, 
because he has no portion nor inheritance with you" (Deuter- 
onomy 14:29). The Sages derived from this verse that the Levite 
is entitled to only some of the produce of which he owns no 
portion, but not from the crop of an ownerless field, to which 
he has equal rights (Rabbi Yohanan, citing Rabbi Yannai, Jerusa- 
lem Talmud, Ma‘aserot 11; Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 


NOTES 


1:5; and others). Some commentaries derive this halakha from 
the phrase: “The increase of your seed” (Deuteronomy 14:22), 
which excludes ownerless seed (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aserot 1:1; and others), or from the verse: “The first-fruits of 
your grain ...you shall give him” (Deuteronomy 18:4), where “your 
grain” refers to grain that has an owner (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Terumot 2:1). 

The Gemara here discusses whether a field that was declared 
ownerless by the court has the same status as one that was 
rendered ownerless by the owner himself. 


HALAKHA 
Property declared ownerless by the court is owner- 
less — 39297 pt Ta WPT: A judge has the power both to 
declare property ownerless and to dispose of or transfer it 
to someone else, as he sees fit, for the purpose of correct- 
ing a widespread error or addressing an important matter. 
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yitzhak (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 26:6). 


One may not intercalate the year, neither in the Sab- 
batical Year nor in the year after the Sabbatical Year, 
etc. - mw yina x) mwv x mw TIS PTA pN 
"131: One may not intercalate the Sabbatical Year, as stated 

in the baraita. The Sages usually intercalated the sixth 

year (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot kiddush HaHodesh 

4:15). 
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HALAKHA 

Guard it so that the month of Nisan arrives in the 
spring of the new year — iwitna wgw ww: A 
year is intercalated by the addition of another month of 
Adar. Second Adar is added immediately after First Adar. 
The reason for the intercalation is to ensure that Passover 
occurs in the spring, as it states: “Guard the month of the 
spring’ (Deuteronomy 16:1), which teaches that the court 
must ensure that the month of Nisan is in the spring. 
Were it not for the extra month, the season of Passover 
would vary, as the Festival would occur sometimes in the 
summer and at other times in the winter (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Kiddush HaHodesh 4:1). 


A pile of grain under which gleanings have not been 
gathered - vann vp xy wta: When the owner of a 
field placed a pile of produce on the same spot as glean- 
ings that had fallen to the ground but had not been col- 
lected by the poor, all the produce touching the ground 
belongs to the poor. Since it is unknown which of them 
are gleanings, the halakha follows the principle that all 
doubtful gifts of the poor belong to the poor (Rambam 
Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 4:6). 


RIDIR AD PTAA Ps 2A 
VOW TWN - WE AT NTI 
PRY VY bay pene DWI 
NOT MAY KI - PND DWI 


spay yy gy 


gnay bwhns parma bw san 


2 nwa gyin 


ohay 


DY — KT pa P PIN 931 WON 


1 ynw NN 


WW — "AKT WIN Ms aw” 
ATII ww 


ved xbw wa wt TN XPT 
FETA Vasa Miyata op wana 


Rabban Gamliel - bys 12y: Rabban Gamliel was the presi- 
dent of the Sanhedrin, one of the most important tanna'im in 
the period following the destruction of the Temple. His father, 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, was also president of the San- 
hedrin and one of the leaders of the nation during the fina 
rebellion. After the destruction of the Temple, Rabban Gamlie 
was transferred by Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai to Yavne, and 
after the death of Rabban Yohanan he became president. 
During the period of Rabban Gamliel’s presidency, the city o 
Yavne became a spiritual center in which different enactments 
and halakhot were established for future generations Conse- 
quently, Rabban Gamliel is also known as Rabban Gamliel o 
Yavne. The great sages of his time gathered around him: Rabbi 
Eliezer, his brother-in-law; Rabbi Yehoshua; Rabbi Akiva; Rabbi 
Elazar ben Azarya; and others. This was a remarkable group 
of sages that had no equal for many subsequent generations. 
Rabban Gamliel wanted to create a spiritual center in Israel 
hat would unite the entire people as the Temple had done 
in its time. For this reason he tried to raise the stature of the 
presidency and to establish the Sanhedrin as a locus of power. 
His stern and uncompromising leadership eventually led his 
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It was taught in the baraita that one may not intercalate the year fol- 
lowing the Sabbatical Year. Rabbi Mana said: This matter which you 
say: It applied at first, when the seasons of the years proceeded in 
their proper manner, i.e., the new grain was ripe in time and could be 
eaten immediately after the sixteenth of Nisan. However, now, when 
the seasons of the years do not proceed in their proper manner, and 
the grain is not ready until later anyway, there is no problem delaying 
Nisan, so the Sabbatical Year is like other years of the Sabbatical 
cycle. 


The Gemara adds: It was taught in a baraita that the court of the 
house of Rabban Gamliel’ intercalated the year immediately after 
the Sabbatical Year, in the first month of that year. 


Rabbi Yonatan previously proved from the court’s ability to extend the 
Sabbatical year that the court has the power to declare property own- 
erless, to the extent that its produce is exempt from tithes. With regard 
to this, Rabbi Avun said: If your proofis from this, you cannot learn 
anything from it. 


Rabbi Avun explains: The Torah says: “Observe [guard] the month 
of the spring, and keep the Passover unto the Lord your God; for in 
the month of the spring the Lord your God brought you forth out of 
Egypt by night” (Deuteronomy 16:1). This means that one should 
guard it so that the month of Nisan arrives in the spring of the new 
year," i.e., in Nisan of the lunar year, which is roughly eleven days 
shorter than the solar year. If the festival of Passover is scheduled to 
arrive too early, due to the difference between the solar and lunar years, 
that year must be intercalated. Since the intercalation of the year is a 
Torah requirement, the extra month added to a Sabbatical Year is ex- 
empt from tithes by Torah law. Therefore, the extension of the year by 
intercalation is not merely a power of the court, and therefore cannot 
function as a source for the court’s power to declare property owner- 
less and exempt it from tithes. 


But this other mishna (Pea 5:1) does state this halakha, that a field 
declared ownerless by the court is exempt from tithes. With regard to 


xox ony byy 4 Pile of grain under which gleanings have not been gathered" by the 
oo Te TTE U5 ¥ poor, who are entitled to the lone stalks that fall during a harvest, all 
the kernels that are touching the ground belong to the poor. And 
about this mishna Rabbi Ami said 
PERSONALITIES 


friends to dismiss him from office for a period of time and 
appoint Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya in his place. However, since 
they all understood that his intentions were only for the good 
of the nation, he was quickly restored to his previous position. 

There are not many halakhot in which Rabban Gamliel’s 
name is mentioned, but in his time and under his tutelage some 
of the most important decisions affecting the spiritual history 
of the Jewish people took shape, such as the final decision to 
act in accordance with Beit Hillel, the rejection of Rabbi Eliezer's 
opinion in particular matters, and the establishment of a fixed 
version of prayers. In those halakhot that were transmitted in 
his name one can see his general approach to halakha, which 
was to draw consistent conclusions based on the principles he 
espoused without compromising those principles. It is known 
that two sons of Rabban Gamliel were Sages of Israel: Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel, who served as the president of the San- 
hedrin after his father, and Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel. 

In modern-day Yavne there is a site identified by some thir- 
teenth- and fourteenth-century Jewish scholars as the tomb of 
Rabban Gamliel. The structure itself is Mamluk, as is apparent 
from a dedicatory inscription of the sultan Baibars dated 1247. 


Muslims identify it as the tomb of one of Muhammad's friends. 
Given the gap of more than eleven hundred years between 
the death of Rabban Gamliel and the first Jewish source that 
identifies the tomb, as well as the fact that Benjamin of Tudela 
does not mention the tomb, scholars question the veracity of 
the identification. 


Rabban Gamliel’s tomb 
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in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish: It is in accordance 
with the opinion of Beit Shammai, who maintain that it is pos- 


sible to declare an article ownerless exclusively with respect to 
the poor (see Pe'a 6:1). 
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In defense of the attribution of the mishna to Beit Shammai the 
Gemara continues: For if the mishna is in accordance with the 


opinion of Beit Hillel, who maintain that the court cannot de- 
clare something ownerless only for the poor, then the poor 
would be allowed to eat the kernels touching the ground only 


after tithing. 
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And Rabbi Yosei said to him, Rabbi Ami: We learned a differ- 
ent explanation whereby it is not necessary to attribute the 
mishna to Beit Shammai, i.e., that everyone agrees that this 
produce is exempt from tithes because the Sages imposed a 


fine [kenasa]' on one who was careless enough to pile his grain 
on top of gleanings. He forfeits any stalks touching the ground, 
as they are rendered ownerless, and ownerless food is exempt 
from tithes. Since some of the kernels touching the ground are 
from the pile, not the gleanings, the ruling that they are all ex- 
empt from tithes depends upon the Sages’ power to declare 
them ownerless. If the mishna in Pe'a is understood in accor- 
dance with Rabbi Yosei’s opinion, it serves as evidence that the 
Sages can in fact declare property ownerless to the extent that 
its produce is exempt from tithes. 
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HALAKHA 3+: MISHNA On the fifteenth of Adar, 
money changers would sit at tables’ set up in the rest of the 
country," outside the Temple, to handle the collection of shek- 
els. On the twenty-fifth of Adar, the money changers sat in the 
Temple.’ From the time when the money changers sat in the 
Temple," the court began to seize collateral" from those who 


had yet to donate the half-shekel. 


Money changers would sit at tables set up in the rest of 
the country - mym paw vt ninw: The early com- 
mentaries dispute the function of money changers in the 
collection of shekels. Some say that they were appointed 
by the court to provide change for the small coins people 
brought in lieu of the rarer half-shekels (Rashi on Megilla 
29b; Rabbeinu Meshulam). Others maintain that the resi- 
dents of various countries brought half-shekel coins of their 
own currency. Since the value of these coins was not always 
the same as those of Eretz Yisrael, the money changers 
transferred them into proper half-shekels (Rosh). Yet others 
state that the officers were not money changers at all, but 
simply collected the half-shekels from the public, as this was 
one of the ways in which the coins were collected (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 1:9). 


In the rest of the country. ..in the Temple - ...w37aa 
my vaa: Some commentaries explain that the term country 
[medina] refers in this context to Jerusalem, while Temple 
means the Temple Mount. Others understand country 
to mean all towns in Eretz Yisrael apart from Jerusalem, 
whereas Temple is referring to Jerusalem (Korban HaEida; 
Tiklin Hadatin). A similar explanation is that country means 


NOTES 


all those places where Jews live, and Temple is referring to 
Jerusalem (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). 


From the time when the money changers sat in the 
Temple — wpa 13W: Although the Temple treasurers 
withdrew money from the chamber for communal offerings 
only from the beginning of Nisan, they nevertheless began 
seizing collateral from the public on the twenty-fifth of Adar. 
On that day they started selecting the lambs designated 
for the daily offerings, as these lambs had to be set aside 
to be examined for blemishes four days before they were 
sacrificed (see Menahot29b). Since the Adar that comes just 
before Nisan, which is either the regular Adar or Second 
Adar in a leap year, invariably consists of twenty-nine days, 
the first lambs had to be chosen on the twenty-fifth of the 
month (Rabbeinu Meshulam; Binyan Tziyon HaHadashot; 
Turei Even on Megilla 29b). 


To seize collateral — pend: The later commentaries note 
that in contrast to the collateral taken from a regular debtor, 
in this case the agents of the court are permitted to enter 
the house of someone who refuses to give the half-shekel, 
as he is commanded by God to give the money. Though 
the payment of a debt is also a mitzva, there are stricter 
standards with regard to the Temple (Josefot Yom Tov). 


LANGUAGE 


Fine [kenasa] - xD): Originally from the Latin word census, which 
referred both to the counting of residents as well as to the evalua- 
tion of citizens’ property for the purpose of fixing taxes and deter- 
mining other rights. 

The term developed into the Greek xñvøogç, kensos, meaning 
poll tax, tax registration, or the payment of taxes from this property. 
It probably entered Hebrew and Aramaic from the Greek. However, 
this resulted in a slight change in meaning, as in those languages it 
is referring to the payment of a fixed sum of money as a punishment, 
usually for one who caused damage to another. 


BACKGROUND 


Tables for money changers — nundw: Every Jewish adult male, 
whether he lived inside or outside Eretz Yisrael, was obligated to 
contribute a half-shekel for the acquisition of communal offerings 
and maintaining the Temple. In this manner, all Jews were partners 
in the sacred service. The most important feature of this mitzva is not 
the amount itself, but the participation of the entire Jewish people 
in the giving of an equal sum. Consequently, the precise amount 
was adjusted over the generations. 

At the end of the Second Temple period the fixed amount was 
two dinars, which equal half a sela, the sacred shekel. In addition to 
the half-shekel, another small coin was added as payment for the 
monetary exchange, as not everyone brought the same currency. 
The remuneration of the money changers, who collected the shekels, 
was probably paid from those extra coins as well. 


HALAKHA 


On the fifteenth of Adar they would sit at tables set up in the 
country, etc. — 3D) Aaa paw wat naMdw ia wy mwa: On 
the fifteenth of Adar money changers set up their tables in each 
region of the country and gently demand the half-shekel from 
those who had yet to contribute. They accepted the money from 
those who gave, but they did not force people to do so. On the 
twenty-fifth of the month the money changers placed their tables 
in the Temple to collect the half-shekels there. From this date on- 
ward they demanded the money from those who had yet to give 
it, and they seized collateral from the delinquent and take a pledge 
even against his will, including his clothes (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shekalim 1:9). 
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HALAKHA 

From whom did they seize collateral — pawan %2 ny: All 
males from age twenty upward are obligated to give the 
half-shekel, including priests, Levites, Israelites, converts, 
and emancipated slaves. The obligation does not apply to 
women, Canaanite slaves, or minors. If any of the latter gave 
the half-shekel anyway, the money is accepted from them 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 1:7). 


They do not seize collateral from priests — n% pawan px 
031377: No collateral is ever taken from priests for their half- 
shekels, because of the ways of peace. Nevertheless, the 
court demands the money from them until they give it, and 
their contributions are accepted (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shekalim 1:10). 


A priest who does not contribute is a sinner — ipxw jja 
xvin piv: The priests are obligated to give the half- shekel 
like all Jews, in accordance with the opinion of Rabban 
Yohanan ben Zakkai (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 1:7). 


NOTES 


They did not seize collateral from women - D3 x: 
Some commentaries say that women are exempt from the 
obligation to donate a half-shekel because the verse states: 
“Then they shall give every man a ransom for his soul” (Exo- 
dus 30:12), which excludes women (Jalmidei HaRashbash; 
Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura; Korban Haida; Tiklin Hadatin; see 
Rosh on the mishna). Others maintain that the reason for 
the exemption of women is because it is a time-bound, 
positive mitzva, and the halakha is that women are exempt 
from all mitzvot of this kind (Meri). Yet others state that al- 
though itis a time-bound, positive mitzva, it can be argued 
that women should be obligated in this case, as the Torah 
calls the half-shekel “the atonement money” (Exodus 30:16), 
and women are in need of atonement too. According to this 
opinion, the reason women are exempt is because the Torah 
obligated only “everyone who passes among them who are 
numbered,’ and women were not counted in the census. 
An alternative opinion is that the half-shekel is not a 
time-bound, positive mitzva at all, as one can give the half- 
shekel for the Nisan collection at any time throughout the 
year if he so chooses, notwithstanding the fact that the 
court dealt with this obligation only in Adar. Instead, wom- 
en are exempt because the mention of “man” in the above 
verse limits the mitzva to men (Minhat Hinukh, mitzva 105). 


And any minor whose father began to contribute on his 
behalf, he may not cease to do so - vars boring pbs 
pois img aw it by bipwh: The Magen Avraham (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 470: 2) implies that once the father be- 
gan contributing the half-shekel for his son, it is regarded 
as a vow that he has taken upon himself. 

The early commentaries dispute whether collateral is 
seized from the father in this case. The Me'iri claims that the 
court does take collateral, whereas Rabbeinu Meshulam 
maintains that although it is a mitzva to give this half-shekel 
it is not an obligation, and therefore the court does not 
seize collateral. 
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From whom did they seize collateral?" From Levites, Israelites, 
converts, and emancipated slaves. However, they did not seize 
collateral from women," slaves, or minors. And any minor whose 
father began one year to contribute a half-shekel on his behalf, 
despite the fact that he was not obligated to do so, he may not cease 
to do so" in subsequent years. The court does not seize collateral 
from priests,” although they are legally obligated to give a half- 
shekel like all other Jews, because of the ways of peace. 


The mishna goes on to explain the status of priests with regard to the 
contribution of the half-shekel. Rabbi Yehuda said that ben Bukhri 
testified in Yavne:® Any priest who contributes the half-shekel is 
not considered a sinner, despite the fact that he is not obligated to 
do so. Rabbi Yehuda added that Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai said 
to ben Bukhri: Not so; rather, any priest who does not contribute 
the half-shekel is considered a sinner," as they are obligated like all 
other Jews. 


However, Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai continued, the priests who 
do not contribute interpret this verse to their own advantage: “And 
any every meal-offering of the priest shall be wholly made to 
smoke; it shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 6:16). 


Those priests claim as follows: Since the omer offering and the two 
loaves, i.e., the public offering of two loaves from the new wheat 
brought on the festival of Shavuot, and the shewbread placed on 
the sacred table in the Sanctuary each Shabbat, which are all meal- 
offerings, are ours, then if we contribute shekels we will have partial 
ownership of these communal offerings, as they are purchased with 
the shekels. How, then, can they be eaten? They ought to be re- 
garded as priests’ meal-offerings, which must be wholly burnt. But 
since these offerings are eaten, the priests concluded that they are 
not obligated to contribute the half-shekel. This argument does not, 
however, take into account the fact that communal offerings belong 
to the public, which is understood as its own entity, and are not 
regarded as shared offerings of all who contribute to the public purse. 


GEMARA The mishna taught that the court does not seize col- 
lateral from minors for the half-shekel. The Gemara infers: This 

indicates that with regard to claiming the half-shekel from minors, 
the court does claim the money. The Gemara adds: This halakha that 

you say, i.e., that the court does not claim the money, applies to 

a young person who has grown two pubic hairs® and therefore is 

legally an adult in other respects, but is not yet twenty years old. 
Before he is twenty he is obligated to donate the half-shekel only by 
rabbinic law, and for that the court does not seize collateral. 


However, if he did not grow two hairs, the halakha does not apply 
to this case and he has no obligation at all to contribute a half-shekel. 
The Gemara continues: And as for seizing collateral, the court does 
not seize collateral from a minor, even if he grew two hairs, until 
the age of twenty. 


The mishna taught that no collateral is taken from priests because of 
the ways of peace. The Gemara adds that this is how the halakha of 
this mishna is taught in a baraita: One may not seize collateral from 
priests because of the way of honor, i.e., priests must be treated with 
respect. This is also the meaning of the ways of peace mentioned in 
the mishna. 


Yavne — 732»: A town in Judea. After the destruction of the 
Second Temple, Yavne became an important Torah center and 
the seat of the Sanhedrin. Apparently, it had been a center o 
Torah study even before the Temple was destroyed, but it at- 
tained great prominence only afterward, when Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai reestablished the Sanhedrin there. For a while i 
was the spiritual center of the entire Jewish population in Eretz 
Yisrael. The yeshiva there, initially headed by Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai, and later by Rabban Gamliel 1! of Yavne, attracted 
many of the greatest Torah scholars of that era. It remained an 


BACKGROUND 
important center until the time of the bar Kokheva revolt. At 
Yavne many ordinances were enacted to restore Jewish religious 
and spiritual life after the destruction of the Temple. 


Two hairs - niwe sw: Legal adulthood begins with the ap- 
pearance of at least two pubic hairs after a boy turns thirteen 
and a girl turns twelve. Pubic hair can begin to grow earlier or 
later due to various genetic, nutritional, and climatic factors. The 
appearance of pubic hair earlier than expected is not a sign of 
puberty, but is called a mole by the Gemara. 
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The mishna further taught that Rabbi Yehuda said that ben 
Bukhri testified that any priest who contributes the half-shekel 
is not considered a sinner, to which Rabban Yohanan ben Zak- 
kai retorted that any priest who does not contribute is a sinner. 
Rabbi Berekhya said: Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai’s source is 
the following verse: “This [zeh] they shall give, everyone who 
passes among them that are numbered, half a shekel after the 
shekel of the Sanctuary...” (Exodus 30:13). The word zeh has a 
numerical value of twelve, from which it is derived: Twelve 
tribes shall give," including the tribe of Levi, of which the 
priests are members. 


Rabbi Tavi said in the name of Rav Hamnuna that the Rabbis 

respond in this way to Rabbi Yehuda, who quoted Rabbi 

Yohanan ben Zakkai’s criticism of ben Bukhri’s opinion: The 

halakha is that the sin-offering of an individual, which for 
some reason cannot be sacrificed, must be left to die, by confin- 
ing the animal in an enclosure and withholding food and drink 
from it. However, a communal sin-offering is not left to die" 

(see Temura 16a). A similar distinction applies to meal-offerings: 
The meal-offering of an individual may be entirely sacrificed 

on the altar, e.g., when it belongs to a priest. But a communal 

meal-offering, i.e., the omer, the two loaves, and the shewbread, 
all of which come from the collection of shekels, is not en- 
tirely sacrificed, but is always eaten. If the priests are obligated 

to contribute the half-shekel, these meal-offerings will partly 
belong to them, and it is prohibited to eat the meal-offering of 
a priest. 


The Gemara asks: But this is difficult. How could this question 
be presented against the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? Can one 
raise a difficulty against a person from a matter with which 
he does not agree? As we learned in a mishna (Yoma 62b) that 
a communal sin- offering is not left to die, and yet Rabbi 
Yehuda says: It is left to die. According to Rabbi Yehuda there 
is no distinction between a communal sin-offering and an indi- 
vidual sin-offering in this regard. If so, there should likewise be 
no difference between communal and individual meal-offerings, 
and it should be possible to sacrifice the communal meal- 
offerings in their entirety. 


The Gemara adds: And he, Rabbi Yehuda, responds to the dif- 
ficulty of the Rabbis against his opinion: Isn’t this half-shekel 
given by a priest an individual donation? Since he is not obli- 
gated to donate the half-shekel, the contribution ofa priest may 
be considered an individual donation, which separates it from 
the money of the rest of the community. For that reason, the 
communal offerings are not considered the property of the 
priests. And the Rabbis respond to him that since the priest’s 
half-shekel has been handed over to the community, it is 
considered part of the communal donation. 


The Gemara notes that there is another dispute of tanna’im 
along the same lines as this one. It is written: “This they shall 
give, everyone who passes among them that are numbered, 
half a shekel after the shekel of the Sanctuary” (Exodus 30:13). 
Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Nehemya disputed the meaning of 
this verse. One of them said that the verse means that all who 
passed through the Red Sea must give a half-shekel, i.e., the 
entire Jewish people. And the other said that all who passed 
before Moshe to be numbered must give the donation, where- 
as those who were not counted with the rest of the Jewish 
people, i.e., priests and Levites, need not provide a half-shekel. 


The Gemara comments: The one who said that all who passed 
through the Red Sea must give a half-shekel supports the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai, who maintains that the 
priests must also contribute, whereas the one who said that all 
who passed to be numbered must give the donation supports 
the opinion of ben Bukhri. 


NOTES 
This they shall give, twelve tribes shall give - wy Dw samy m 
wae DAW: This is referring to the twelve tribes, whose names 
are inscribed on the breastplate, which includes the tribe of Levi, 
not the tribes listed at the beginning of the book of Numbers for 
the census. In that list Levi is omitted, while the sons of Joseph, 
Menashe, and Ephraim are counted as two tribes (Rash Sirilio). 


HALAKHA 
A communal sin-offering is not left to die - npa nay NNBN prs: 
If a communal sin-offering was lost and subsequently found 
after another animal was sacrificed in its place, it is left to graze 
until it develops a blemish. At that point the animal is sold, and 
the proceeds are allocated for the purchase of free-will offerings 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:1). 
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- BACKGROUND | 

Samaritans [Kutim] - wma: The name Kutim refers to the 
members of the nations, only some of whom were actually 
from Kuta, who were brought to Eretz Yisrael by the Assyrian 
kings to replace the Jews exiled from there. These gentiles 
settled in Samaria and are therefore also known as Samaritans. 
It is related in 11 Kings 17 that they accepted upon themselves 
some of the strictures of Judaism out of fear of lions that 
were attacking them. For this reason they are sometimes 
dubbed lion converts. Apparently, they also did not entirely 
abandon idolatry. 

At the beginning of the Second Temple era, when the 
Jews returned from Babylonia, relations with the Samaritans 
and their allies deteriorated. The Samaritans attempted to 
prevent and undermine the construction of the Temple and 
the wall of Jerusalem by a host of means, including inform- 
ing on the Jews to the Persian government and even taking 
military action. During this period there was also assimilation 
and intermarriage between Jews and Samaritans. Over time, 
attitudes toward the Samaritans fluctuated: There were times 
when deep feelings of hatred separated Samaritans and Jews. 
Yohanan Hyrcanus even waged war against Samaria and 
destroyed their temple on Mount Gerizim. At other times 
there was some measure of cooperation between the two 
communities, such as during the bar Kokheva revolt. 

The Sages initially disagreed concerning the halakhic sta- 
tus of the Samaritans and the validity of their conversion. 
Ultimately, the opinion prevailed that Samaritans are legally 
gentiles, especially after it was discovered that they persisted 
in various idolatrous practices, which was partly due to Greek 
and Roman influences. In the last several hundred years dif- 
ferent opinions have been voiced with regard to the status 
of contemporary Samaritans. 


Mount Gerizim 


————__ HALAKHA 

A gentile or a Samaritan who contributed, they do not 
accept it from them - jga phapa prs bpo maT n: 
The half-shekel is not accepted from gentiles (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 1:7). 


Anything that can be a vow or a free-will offering, they 
accept it from them - ppn phapa an vw dz: Only burnt- 
offerings that are vows or free-will offerings are accepted 
from gentiles. These include both animal and bird offerings 
(see Hullin 13b; Menahot 73b). If the burnt-offering is neither 
a vow nor a free-will offering, like the burnt-offering of a 
woman who gave birth, it is not accepted from a gentile. 
Likewise, peace-offerings, meal-offerings, sin-offerings, and 
guilt-offerings are not accepted from them. This halakha 
applies even to gentiles who worship idols (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 3:2). 
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HALAKHA 4+ MISHNA Although the Sages said, as 

stated in the previous mishna, that the court does not seize col- 
lateral from women, slaves, and minors, as they are not obligated 

to contribute, however, if they contributed a shekel of their own 

accord, the Temple treasurers accept from them." Conversely, in 

the case of a gentile" or a Samaritan [Kuti]™ who contributed a 

shekel to participate in the communal offerings, they do not accept 

it from them." And likewise, they do not accept from a gentile or 
a Samaritan pairs of birds sacrificed in the purification ritual of a 

zav," pairs of birds of a zava, or pairs of birds of a woman who gave 

birth, all of which are brought for ritual purification, or sin- 
offerings or guilt-offerings. 


This is the principle: With regard to anything that can be brought 
to the altar as a vow or as a free-will offering, the priests accept it 
from gentiles and Samaritans," and with regard to anything that 
cannot be brought as a vow or as a free-will offering, they may not 
accept it from them. And this principle was similarly articulated 
by Ezra, when he recorded the Jewish leadership’s rejection of the 
Samaritans’ request to assist the Jews in the construction of the 
Second Temple, as it is stated: “But Zerubbabel, and Joshua, and 
the rest of the heads of fathers’ houses of Israel, said unto them: You 
have nothing to do with us to build a house unto our God; but 
we ourselves together will build unto the Lord the God of Israel, as 


King Cyrus the king of Persia has commanded us” (Ezra 4:3). 


And minors, if they contributed they accept from them — 
rpa papa pw ox...cwp There is a difficulty here, as a mi- 
nor cannot transfer property by Torah law, and therefore he 
cannot bestow a gift. Consequently, his shekel does not be- 
come part of the public treasury from which communal offer- 
ings are purchased. An offering bought with his shekel does 
therefore not fully belong to the public. Later commentaries 
resolve this problem by claiming that since the Sages decreed 
that he can give the half-shekel, the coin of a minor subse- 
quently belongs to the public by Torah law, as the transfer is 
valid by fiat, given the courts’ power to declare property own- 
erless (Ketzot HaHoshen 235, cited by Tosefot Rabbi Akiva Eiger; 
see Netivot HaMishpat, who rejects this explanation). Others 
state that the half-shekels are not transferred to the public in 
the form of a gift, but as consecrated money for the require- 
ments of the community. Since this is presumably an instance 
of a minor old enough for his vows to be binding (see Nidda 
46b), his consecration is likewise binding (Rabbi Yitzhak Ze'ev 
Soloveitchik, Menahot 21b). 


Gentile — 933: Certain offerings can be brought to the Temple 
bya gentile. There is a dispute as to whether this is limited 
to burnt-offerings or includes peace-offerings as well (see 
Menahot 73b). However, this applies only to individual, not 
communal offerings, from which the Torah excludes gentiles 
(see Torat Kohanim, Leviticus 22:25). Consequently, the half- 
shekel is not accepted from gentiles, as it is used for the pur- 
chase of communal offerings. 


Or a Samaritan [Kuti] — mam: When King Shalmaneser of 
Assyria exiled the ten tribes of Israel, he and his successors 
brought Kutites from Kuta and resettled them in Samaria. These 
Kutites converted due to the threat of lions that were attacking 


NOTES 


them. Yet they both “feared the Lord and served their graven 
images” (II Kings 17:41). The Sages of the Mishna disputed 
whether they were sincere converts or whether they should 
not be considered full-fledged Jews but rather so-called lion 
converts (see Kiddushin 75b). 

According to the opinion that they did not properly con- 
vert, Samaritans had the status of gentiles, and the verse that 
excludes gentiles applies to them as well. According to those 
who maintain that Samaritans were full-fledged Jews, they 
were excluded from contributing shekels by Ezra’s decree that 
Samaritans should have no share in the construction of the 
Temple, and consequently the leftover shekels were partly used 
for maintaining the Temple. See mishna on daf 5a (Penei Moshe). 


And they do not accept from them pairs for a zav, etc. — pX) 
3) pa ap oP phapa: A Zav, a zava, and a woman who gave 
birth are obligated to bring an offering for the completion of 
their ritual purification. The zav and zava bring a pair of birds, 
either two turtledoves or two young pigeons, one for a sin- 
offering and the other for a burnt-offering. As for a woman 
who gave birth, if she is wealthy she brings a lamb for a sin- 
offering and a bird for a burnt-offering, and if she is poor she 
brings a pair of birds, either turtledoves or young pigeons, for 
a sin-offering and a burnt-offering. 

The Gemara explains further on (4a) that it is only with re- 
gard to a Samaritan that the mishna needs to explicitly exclude 
their offerings for a zav, zava, and woman who gave birth. Since 
Samaritans kept some of the mitzvot, including the halakhot 
pertaining to these three statuses, it might have been thought 
that those offerings are accepted from them. In the case of 
gentiles, the halakhot of a zav, a zava, and a woman who gave 
birth are irrelevant to them and therefore there is no need to 
mention that they cannot sacrifice those offerings. 
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The mishna states another halakha: And these are the people who 

are obligated in the premium [kalbon],"™"" a small sum added to 

the half-shekel collected: Levites, Israelites, converts, and eman- 
cipated Canaanite slaves, but not priests, women, Canaanite 

slaves, or minors." 


One who contributes a half-shekel on behalf of a priest, on be- 
half of a woman, on behalf of a slave, or on behalf of a child, is 

exempt from the premium, as they are exempt. But if he contrib- 
uted on his own behalf and on behalf of another," i.e., he con- 
tributed one whole shekel to discharge both his own obligation 

and that of someone else, he is obligated in one premium. Rabbi 

Meir says: He must pay two premiums. The mishna further states: 

One who gives the collection agent a sela, i.e., a whole shekel, and 

takes a shekel,™' i.e., a half-shekel, as change is obligated in two 

premiums. 


One who contributes a half-shekel on behalf of a poor person, 
on behalf of his neighbor," or on behalf of a resident of his city 
is exempt" from the premium. The Sages did not obligate in the 
premium those who use their own money to fulfill the obligation 
of another. But if one loaned them a half-shekel, rather than pay- 
ing it on their behalf, he is obligated to pay the premium. Since 
the recipients of the loan must repay the money, it is as though the 
half-shekel were paid from their property rather than the lender's. 


Partnered brothers," who have fully divided among themselves 
their late father’s assets, and who, if they jointly pay a whole shek- 
el from those assets to discharge both of their obligations, are 
obligated in the premium like any other two private individuals, 
are exempt from the animal tithe for the livestock they inherited. 
Since they have completely divided between them all inherited 
assets, they are considered purchasers of the livestock, and a pur- 
chaser is exempt from the animal tithe. But when they have not 
completely divided the assets, and they are therefore obligated in 
the animal tithe, as the livestock is considered in their father’s 
possession, they are exempt from the premium for their joint 
payment, as in the case of one who pays on behalf of another. 


NOTES 


Premium — jisbp: All free adult male Jews are commanded to 

contribute annually a half-shekel to the Temple for the com- 
munal sacrifices. The Sages instituted that in addition to the 

half-shekel, everyone must give another small coin called a kal- 

bon, a premium, toward the expense of converting the whole 

shekels into half-shekel coins (Rashi). They also mandated that 
two people who pay a full shekel for the pair of them must each 

pay a premium, despite the fact that no currency conversion 

is required. However, if multiple family members pay from a 

single family estate, e.g., a father who contributes on behalf of 
his sons, no additional premium is required. 


But not priests, women, slaves, or minors — D> x5 bax 
Dp) 01y) DW: This is the halakha despite the fact that 
women, gentile slaves, and children may contribute the half- 
shekel if they so desire. Because they are not obligated to do 
so, their contribution is considered a freely offered donation to 
the Temple, an act of piety, and no premium is required (Tiklin 
Hadatin). Although priests are required to contribute the shekel, 
no premium is demanded from them either, as their property 


cannot be seized as collateral for the payment (Rosh; Rash 
Sirilio; Tosefot Yom Tov). 


One who gives a sela and takes a shekel - bin yoo mian 
bow: In this paragraph, the term shekel is referring to a half- 
shekel, as is often the case in the language of the Mishna and 
Gemara. Sela is referring to two half-shekels or one whole 
shekel (Korban HaEida). 


One who contributes on behalf of a poor person. ..is 
exempt - 103...199 1 by Spin: Some commentaries state 
that this is because the poor person accepts the money as a 
gift (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 3:3). Others reject this explanation, arguing that once 
the poor person receives a gift, it is his own money and its 
origins are irrelevant. These commentaries suggest that the 
reason is that one can contribute on behalf of another from 
one’s own property even without the beneficiary's knowledge, 
provided that the beneficiary does not expressly oppose the 
gesture. In a case of this kind, the beneficiary is exempt from 
the premium (/ggerot Moshe, Orah Hayyim 1:191). 


HALAKHA 


And these are the people who are obligated in the 
premium [kalbon] - japa pnv byy: When one gives a 
whole shekel to a money changer so that the money changer 
will give half of it to the Temple and return the other half, he 
must pay a premium on that shekel. Similarly, two people 
who jointly pay a whole shekel to the Temple are both ob- 
ligated in a premium. However, all those exempt from the 
half-shekel contribution, e.g., slaves and women, are exempt 
from the premium, despite the fact that they are permitted to 
contribute the half-shekel voluntarily. Likewise, if two people, 
one obligated and one exempt, jointly pay a whole shekel, 
they are both exempt from the premium. If a priest pays a 
whole shekel with the intention of receiving half of it back 
as change, or if someone else contributes on his behalf, that 
contribution is exempt from the premium (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 3:1-2). 


He contributed on his own behalf and on behalf of an- 
other- ivan vy in by bow: One who contributes a whole 
shekel to the Temple ‘for his own obligation and that of an- 
other is obligated to pay one premium, in accordance with 
the opinion of the first tanna (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 3:6). 


One who contributes on behalf of a poor person, on behalf 
of his neighbor, etc. -^31 aw» yyy T by Spiwa: One 
who contributes a whole shekel, half of which is intended 
to fulfill his own obligation and the other half to fulfill the 
obligation of a poor person or neighbor, is exempt entirely 
from the premium, provided that he intended to give the 
money as a gift with which the poor person could fulfill his 
obligation. If he gave the money as a loan that must be repaid, 
he is obligated to pay the premium (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shekalim 3:3). 


Partnered brothers, etc. — 15) pam pric: With regard to 
brothers who have not yet entirely divided up their father’s 
estate, if they buy livestock with money from the inheritance, 
they are obligated to pay the animal tithe for all animals born 
under their joint ownership. The reason is that the estate is 
considered a single entity. Once they have divided up the 
inheritance, even if afterward they reestablish a partnership, 
they are exempt from the tithe for those animals. This is be- 
cause the division of the estate is considered a kind of trans- 
action, even if all sides receive an equal share of all types of 
animals, and the animal tithe is not separated from purchased 
animals (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 6:10). 

As for the brothers’ obligation to pay a premium, if they 
have not yet divided the inheritance between them, they 
are exempt. However, if they divided it and subsequently 
renewed their partnership and contributed one whole shekel 
for both of them, they are obligated to pay the premium 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 3:4). 


a 


LANGUAGE 


Premium [kalbon] - abp: From the Greek xóñoßov, kolobon, 
a small coin used as payment to a money changer for conver- 
sion of currency. 


Sela and shekel -bpw ybo: Sela literally means rock. Appar- 
ently, its usage as the name of a coin comes from the concept 
of a stone, specifically a weighing stone. A sela therefore 
corresponds to the specific weight of a precious metal. Worth 
four dinars, the sela was typically the most valuable silver coin 
handled by merchants, followed by a gold dinar. The shekel 
is half a sela, or two dinars, and was apparently called by this 
name because it is the amount enumerated in the Torah for 
the shekel contribution, i.e., a half of the biblical shekel, the 
sacred shekel, which was worth four dinars. 
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BACKGROUND 


Ma'a — myn: The ma'a was a small silver coin generally iden- 
tified, both in weight and significance, with the gera, the 
smallest denomination of currency mentioned in the Torah. 
Originally, the biblical sacred shekel, equal in worth to the 
mishnaic sela, was comprised of twenty ma'a, but the sela 
was later increased by twenty percent to equal twenty-four 
maa. The mishnaic shekel, half of a biblical shekel, was worth 
twelve maa. 


Pairs of birds - 09377: One who must bring a pair of birds may 
bring either a pair of turtledoves or feral pigeons. 


= ae 
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Turtledove 


Feral pigeons 


LANGUAGE 

Rabbi Elazar — awh 91: It is fairly common in both printed 
editions and manuscripts of the Jerusalem Talmud to find the 
names Elazar and Eliezer without the initial a/ef, so that it ap- 
pears to be Le’azar or Liezer. Some scholars maintain that this 
reflects a difference in pronunciation in the Aramaic of Eretz 
Yisrael. The printed text is not consistent in its usage, and the 
spelling can shift within the same passage. In order to avoid 
confusion, the names always appear in the English translation 
with the fuller spelling: Elazar and Eliezer. 
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And how much is a premium?" A silver ma'a.’ This is the 
statement of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: It is only half 
a maa. 


GEMARA The mishna taught that although they said that 
the assets of minors are not seized as collateral for the half- 
shekel payment, nevertheless, their money is accepted if they 
contribute it. The Gemara asks: The ruling that their money is 
accepted indicates that with regard to claiming their contribu- 
tion, it isnot claimed ab initio. However, the mishna’s statement 
here, that their property is not seized as collateral, indicates that 
you say that it is claimed, and yet here, at the end of the mishna, 
you say that we don’t claim the money. 


The Gemara answers that there are two different types of minors: 
Here, the statement of the mishna from which it can be inferred 
that the half-shekel is claimed from a minor is referring to one 
who has two pubic hairs. As the obligation to contribute the 
shekel is only fully in force at the age of twenty, a thirteen-year- 
old boy who has two pubic hairs can be referred to as a minor, 
even though he is considered an adult for other matters. And 
here, where it is stated that the half-shekel is not claimed at all 
from a minor, itis referring to a boy who does not yet have two 
pubic hairs. 


§ The mishna taught: The half-shekel is not accepted from a 
gentile or a Samaritan, nor are they allowed to bring other 
types of obligatory offerings. Rabbi Ba said: The mishna’s ruling 
that both half-shekels and obligatory offerings are not accepted 
is referring to Samaritans, and it can be explained according 
to the opinion of the one who said that a Samaritan is consid- 
ered like a gentile. As the Sages disagreed with regard to this 
matter: A Samaritan is like a gentile; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: A 
Samaritan is like a Jew in all matters. 


Rabbi Elazar' said: No, the statement of the mishna concerning 
obligatory offerings applies only to gentiles, as in this instance 
the mishna is not referring to Samaritans. The halakha with 
regard to Samaritans on this matter is subject to the general 
disagreement as to whether they have the status of Jews or 
gentiles. 


And indeed it was taught likewise in a baraita. It is written: 

“When a man of you brings an offering” (Leviticus 1:2). The 
phrase “a man” comes to include converts, as the verse does 
not specify the children of Israel. “Of you,” a restricting phrase, 
comes to exclude apostates," who have partially or entirely left 
Judaism. Hence, the Samaritans, who are classified as converts, 
bring obligatory offerings. 


The Gemara wonders: It appears that the mishna disagrees with 
Rabbi Elazar, as we learned: Pairs of birds® offered in the puri- 
fication ritual of a zav, pairs of birds of a zava, or pairs of birds 
of a woman who gave birth are not accepted from a gentile or 
a Samaritan. But this statement of the mishna is problematic: 
Are there pairs of birds offered in the purification ritual of a zav 
or of a zava among the gentiles? The halakhot of purification 
from ritual impurity do not apply to gentiles. 


HALAKHA 


And how much is a premium, etc. - 13) idp yT maD: The his sin-offerings are not accepted, even if he commits these 


amount of the premium is at least half a ma'a, or one-twelfth of 
a dinar, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam 


Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 3:7). 


To exclude apostates — wya N% syin: With regard to a 
Jew who knowingly and regularly transgresses a certain mitzva, 


transgressions just to satisfy his appetites. However, if the same 
Jew transgresses another mitzva accidentally, his sin-offering 
for it is accepted, in accordance with the opinion of the first 
tanna in Hullin 5b and Rava's explanation in Horayot 11a (Kesef 
Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh Korbanot 3:4; 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 3:8). 
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The Gemara explains how Rabbi Elazar understands the mishna: 
Rather, it must be that the first clause of the mishna, concerning the 
half-shekels, applies to gentiles, and the latter clause, which deals 
with obligatory offerings, is referring to Samaritans. The Gemara 
concludes: Indeed, it is so; the first clause of the mishna is referring 
to gentiles, and the latter clause is referring to Samaritans. 


Rabbi Yohanan said with regard to the Samaritans: Initially, during 

the construction of the Temple, neither a specific article, i.e., any 
item meant to be left intact, nor a nonspecific article, e.g., silver or a 

material that is incorporated into the structure and is not distinct, is 

accepted from gentiles or Samaritans." Subsequently, once the 

construction has been completed, a nonspecific article is accepted 

from them, but a specific article’ is not accepted from them. Rab- 
bi Shimon ben Lakish said: Whether it is initially, during the con- 
struction of the Temple, or subsequently, neither a specific article 

nor a nonspecific article is accepted from them. 


The Gemara wonders: A baraita apparently disagrees with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yohanan: Consecrated property and donations for the 
maintenance of the Temple are not accepted from them." This 
statement does not distinguish between the initial period of construc- 
tion of the Temple and afterward, or between specific and nonspe- 
cific articles. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yohanan would resolve it, 
and explain that the baraita indeed addresses the halakha of donations 
both at the start and at the end of the construction of the Temple, 
but only with regard to specific articles. Therefore, the baraita does 
not contradict the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. 


It was stated above that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: Whether it 
is initially, during the construction of the Temple, or subsequently, 
neither a specific article nor a nonspecific article is accepted from 
them. The Gemara wonders: A baraita apparently disagrees with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, as it was taught (see Arakhin 
sb): All agree that gentiles may vow and be the subject of a vow. A 
gentile who vows to donate his own value to the Temple and a Jew 
who vows to donate the value of a gentile must donate that sum to the 
Temple maintenance fund. This shows that pledges are accepted from 
gentiles, which contradicts the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish. 
The Gemara answers: Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish would resolve it by 
explaining that this baraita is referring to not the Temple maintenance 
but a vow to bring a burnt-offering, which all agree a gentile may do. 


The Gemara asks: It works out well that gentiles may vow, as this can 
be interpreted as speaking of a burnt-offering. However, the state- 
ment that gentiles can be the subject of a vow, if it is not referring to 
his value, cannot be dealing with the imposition of an obligation on 
a gentile to bring a burnt-offering, which would be the reverse case 
of a regular vow to bring an offering oneself. The reason is that a Jew 
has no means of forcing a gentile to bring an offering. 


The Gemara answers: No; this is not the correct interpretation of the 
mishna. Rather, the mishna is referring to a case when a Jew said: It 
is incumbent upon me to donate a burnt-offering, and a gentile 
heard and said: What this person said is likewise incumbent upon 
me. Since the gentile did not vow independently but tied his state- 
ment to that of someone else, it is considered as though a vow were 
uttered in reference to him. 


HALAKHA 


Initially neither a specific article...is accepted from 
gentiles or Samaritans - 331 Kb pn Dhapna py nonna 
20n: The donation of a gentile to Temple maintenance 
is not accepted ab initio, but if it was accepted it need not 
be returned after the fact. The exception to this halakha 
is a specific article, e.g., a beam or stone. This should be 
returned so that the gentiles will not lay claim to any item 
in the Temple, in accordance with the opinion of Reish La- 
kish (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 8:8). 


Consecrated property and donations for the main- 
tenance of the Temple are not accepted from them — 
mad pia nai wpa aa phap prs: Free-will offerings 
or vows from gentiles for the maintenance of the Temple 
or Jerusalem are not accepted, as stated in the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 1:11). 


NOTES 


Initially, neither a specific article, nor a nonspecific article, 
is accepted from gentiles or Samaritans - Dhapna ps nnna 
Dnon vgy sat x5) onon vat x5 ya: The Gemara explains 
elsewhere (Arakhin 5b) that this is part of the response to the 
attempt by the Samaritans to participate in the building of the 
Temple at the time of Ezra. They were told: “You have nothing 
to do with us to build a house for our God... Then the people 
of the land weakened the hands of the people of Judah, and 
harried them while they were building” (Ezra 4:3-4). The exiles 
returning from Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael realized that in seeking 
to join in the construction, the Samaritans, the “adversaries of 


Judah and Benjamin” (Ezra 4:1), were merely looking for a way 
to undermine the project (Rashi on Arakhin). Their contribution 
would also have meant that the construction of the Temple was 
overly dependent on the material support of gentiles, which 
could later easily be withdrawn (commentary of the Ra’avad on 
Torat Kohanim on Leviticus 27:2). For this reason, the prohibition 
did not to apply to nonspecific articles after the initial construc- 
tion of the Temple was completed, whereas the prohibition 
against specific articles remained intact. 


A specific article — 002 131: In tractate Arakhin (6a), Rav Yosef 
states that an example of a specific article is the raven impedi- 


ment, which consisted of iron surfaces of protruding nails 
mounted on the Temple roof to prevent ravens from perch- 
ing there. This example indicates that the term connotes a 
noticeable item for which the gentile could take credit. It would 
be considered a disgrace to Israel if recognizable items in the 
Temple were built by gentiles, who could use them as a source 
of pride at Israel's expense. Rabbeinu Gershom interprets a 
specific article as anything individually discernible, e.g.,a beam, 
which the gentile could point to and demand its return, as op- 
posed to water or salt, which are not used in the construction 
itself, but are sold for their proceeds. 
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NOTES 

Bring libations with it - 0'293 Vay x41: One who brings an 
animal burnt-offering or peace-offering must bring accom- 
panying wine libations as well as a meal-offering. The wine 
is poured on the altar, while the meal-offering is burnt. It is 
clear from various sources that even a gentile who sacrifices 
a burnt-offering must also bring the libations (Shekalim 20a; 
Sifrei 107; see also Zevahim 45a and Menahot 73b). 


Wine being poured on the altar 


Can be valuated and may valuate — p>7iy1 pa wa: If one 
valuates, i.e., pledges to the Temple the value of a specific 
person, he is obligated to pay to the Temple maintenance 
the sum enumerated in the Torah, as determined by that 
person's age and gender (Leviticus 27:1-8). One can likewise 
be valuated: Someone else can pledge one's worth to the 
Temple maintenance and render himself similarly obligated. 


Perek I 
Daf4 Amud b 


_ BACKGROUND ~ 

The aqueduct - oam maX: When the Temple stood, the Ein 
Eitam spring, as well as several others, served as an impor- 
tant source of water for Jerusalem. Identified by some as “the 
waters of Nephtoah” (Joshua 15:9), the Ein Eitam spring, also 
called the Ein Etan spring, can be found near the third of the 
so-called Pools of Solomon, located about 3 km southeast 
of Bethlehem. The aqueduct extended for over 20 km both 
above and under the ground until it reached Jerusalem and 
the Temple Mount. After it was damaged at the time of the 
destruction of the Second Temple, this aqueduct was rebuilt, 
and it was used to bring water to Jerusalem for many gen- 
erations. The aqueduct passes through, among other places, 
modern-day Armon Hanatziv. 


Lower aqueduct at Armon Hanatziv 
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The Gemara asks: But if the mishna is referring to a burnt-offering, 
doesn’t the gentile bring libations with it?’ Burnt-offerings must 
be accompanied by libations. And the surplus money dedicated to 
libations goes toward the payment for the sacred vessels. It would 
therefore turn out that the gentile brings a specific article. 


Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Bun responded: But didn’t we learn (see 
Arakhin1:2), that according to Rabbi Meir, gentiles can be valuated 
and may valuate™ to the Temple the fixed sum of others, as pre- 
scribed by the Torah (Leviticus 27:1-8). The same question can 
be posed here: Doesn’t the sum valuated go toward the Temple 
maintenance? The gentile might end up donating a specific article. 


Rather, the explanation is as they say there: When a gentile pledges 
money to the Temple, he intends it for Heaven, for God in general, 
rather than for any specific use in the Temple, and the pledge comes 
into the maintenance of the Temple fund on its own. In other 
words, these items cannot be considered a direct gift of a specific 
article. You can likewise say even here, with regard to the surplus 
money from the libation of a gentile’s burnt-offering, that when he 
brings money for the libations, he intends it for Heaven, 


HALAKHA 


Can be valuated and may valuate — j*>7iy1 ps wa: A gentile 
may be valuated but may not valuate others. How so? If a gen- 
tile said: | am obligated in my valuation, or: | am obligated in 
the valuation of this Jew, he has said nothing. But if a Jew said: 
lam obligated in the valuation of this gentile, or: | am obligated 
in the valuation of so-and-so the gentile, he must contribute to 


the Temple maintenance the sum determined by the gentile’s 
age and gender, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir 
in Arakhin 1:2. The Ra’avad disagrees and holds that gentiles 
may valuate but may not be valuated, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin 
VaHaramim 1:6). 
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and the funds come into the Temple maintenance fund on their 
own. Consequently, it is permitted to accept the libations of a 
burnt-offering from a gentile, as the remaining money was never 
specifically designated for this purpose. 


What does Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish do with this? How can he 
reconcile his opinion that even nonspecific articles are not accepted 
from gentiles with the ruling of this mishna? He explains that the 
Temple construction was restricted exclusively to Jews, as the book 
of Ezra states concerning to the Samaritans: “You have nothing 
to do with us to build a house for our God; but we ourselves 
together will build for the Lord” (Ezra 4:3). 


Rabbi Hizkiya said that Rabbi Simon asked, i.e., suggested: Now, 
since it has been concluded from the verse in Ezra that contribu- 
tions are not accepted from gentiles for the maintenance of the 
Temple, it can be inferred from another verse that even contribu- 
tions toward the aqueduct,’ which brought water to Jerusalem or 
toward the walls of the city and its towers, are not accepted" from 
them. As it is written that Nehemiah said to Sanballat and the 
other gentile representatives: “The God of heaven, He will prosper 
us; therefore we His servants will arise and build; but you have no 
portion, nor right, nor memorial in Jerusalem” (Nehemiah 2:20). 


Even contributions toward the aqueduct...are not accepted, 


HALAKHA 
aqueduct are not accepted, in accordance with the opinion of 


etc. - 13) 0077 naxd ya phapa px: The contributions of gen- Rabbi Simon (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 


tiles toward the maintenance of the walls of Jerusalem or the 


8:8). 
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§ There is a dispute in the mishna with regard to one who con- 
tributes a whole shekel on behalf of himself and another. The 
first tanna maintains that he is obligated in one premium, while 
Rabbi Meir rules that he must pay two premiums. The Gemara 
quotes a baraita that clarifies the reason for Rabbi Meir’s opin- 
ion: As Rabbi Meir said: Just as one’s shekel is mandated by 
the Torah, so too, his premium is mandated by the Torah. 
Rabbi Meir therefore holds, with regard to one who gives 
exactly a whole shekel, half for himself and half for another, that 
he is obligated in one premium for each half. 


As Rabbi Meir said: When Moses was instructed in the hala- 
khot of the shekel contribution, the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
took out a kind of coin of fire’ from under His Throne of 
Glory and showed it to Moses and said to him: “This they 
shall give” (Exodus 30:13)," i.e., like this in volume and weight 
they shall give of metal. Since not all weights of coins are equal, 
and some coins might be slightly smaller than the one shown to 
Moses, it is therefore necessary by Torah law to add a premium. 


The mishna stated that one who gives a sela, i.e., a whole shekel, 
and takes a half-shekel as change is obligated to pay two pre- 
miums. Rabbi Elazar said: This is the opinion of Rabbi Meir, 
as it was taught in a baraita: These are obligated in a premium, 
etc. One who gives a sela and takes a shekel is obligated, accord- 
ing to the opinion of the Rabbis, to pay one premium. But 
Rabbi Meir says: He must give two premiums. 


And Rav said: No, this ruling of the mishna is a statement ac- 
cepted by all, as everyone agrees with that which Rabbi Meir 
said: One who hands over a whole shekel and receives halfback 
must give one premium for the shekel that he gives to the 
money changer, and one premium for the shekel that he re- 
ceives" as change, and a third premium as the one mandated 
by the Torah to make up the requisite weight. The Gemara adds: 
This means that according to the opinion of Rav there are three 
premiums. 


In support of this claim, the Gemara relates: When Rabbi 
Yirmeya came, he said explicitly that Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav 
Yitzhak said in the name of Rav: There are three premiums: 
One for the shekel that he gives, and one for the shekel that 
he receives, and one that applies by Torah law. 


§ The mishna stated that a certain type of partnership between 
brothers renders them obligated in the premium and exempt 
from the animal tithe, while another form of partnership ren- 
ders them obligated in the animal tithe and exempt from the 
premium. The Gemara elaborates: The case of partnered broth- 
ers who are obligated in the premium and exempt from the 
animal tithe" is referring to when they divided up the estate of 
their deceased father and afterward again established a part- 
nership. They are therefore partners in the normal sense, rather 
than co-owners of the original inherited estate, and regular 
partners are obligated in the premium and exempt from the 
animal tithe. The Torah specifically exempts partners from the 
animal tithe (see Bekhorot 56b). 


Conversely, the halakha that they are obligated in the animal 
tithe and are exempt from the premium is referring to brothers 
who have not divided their father’s estate between them at all. 
It is therefore considered as though their father were still the 
sole owner of the estate and is contributing the shekel for the 
pair of them. As stated earlier in the mishna, one who contrib- 
utes his own money on behalf of another is exempt from a 
premium. Meanwhile, as the estate is under a single ownership, 
the animal tithe must be separated from the livestock. 


— NOTES 9 ———____—__- 
A kind of coin of fire - vx by yap pa: The Hiddushei HaRim 
onthe Torah, cited in Emet VeEmuna, the sayings of the Kotzker 
Rebbe, interprets this idea homiletically: Why did God show 
Moses a coin of fire rather than one of metal? He wanted to 
teach that the essence of a coin is the fire of passion in its 
donation. The Kotzker Rebbe further explains that this warmth 
and passion can transform physical, material money into a 
spiritual entity. 


This they shall give — 135» mt: Some commentaries explain that 
as most coins are not identical in weight and volume and are 
certainly not exactly the same as the one shown to Moses, an 
extra coin is required to make up the weight (Tiklin Hadatin). 
Others state that the coin shown to Moses was made of fire, 
without any impurities, whereas man-made coins necessarily 
include certain impurities in the metal that reduce their value. 
Consequently, an additional coin must be given to make up 
the difference (Korban HaEida). 


One for the shekel that he gives and one for the shekel 

that he receives — byw KITY Spw anya nia KITY Spw sams: 

Although the payment of a shekel and the acceptance ‘of half 
as change is apparently only one transaction, and should there- 
fore require only a single premium, the later commentaries 
explain that the Sages instituted the practice of two premi- 
ums for the benefit of the Temple. It is therefore considered 
as though two transactions have taken place, the donation of 
a half-shekel to the Temple and the receipt of a half-shekel as 
change (Arukh HaShulhan Ha'Atid, Hilkhot Shekalim 85:7). 


And exempt from the animal tithe — maA wy pp: 
The mitzva of separating an animal tithe from one's herd is 
limited to animals that have always been in one's possession. 
If one receives animals from another, as a gift or through pur- 
chase, he is exempt from tithing them. The issue in the Gemara 
concerns the status of inheritors: Are they considered as simply 
continuing their father's established estate, or have they ef- 
fectively purchased their shares from each other by dividing 
up the inheritance? 


{T47’S p15: PEREK I: 4B 
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Goat with kids 


HALAKHA 
Even if they divided the estate in the manner of kids for 
kids — o 13] mta spr ADK: If brothers who have yet 
o divide their inheritance buy animals from the estate, they 
must pay the animal tithe for all animals born afterward, 
as these animals were born under a single owner. If the 
brothers divided the estate after these animals were born 
and subsequently became partners, they are exempt from 
he animal tithe. The division of the estate is considered 
a transaction, and purchased animals are exempt from 
he animal tithe. This is the halakha even if each brother 
received an equal number of each type of animal from 
he estate (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 6:10). 


Perek | 
Daf5 Amuda 


HALAKHA 

They divided the property but did not divide the 
animals - nanan spon xo) Da3 spon: With regard to 
brothers who held both animals and money in partner- 
ship and divided between them the money but not the 
animals, they are obligated both in the animal tithe and 
the premium, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yirmeya (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 6:11; Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 3:5). 


They divided the animals but did not divide the prop- 
erty — DEII NY spon N naam pY: In the case of 
brothers who held both animals and money in partner- 
ship and divided up the animals but not the money, they 
are exempt from both the premium and the animal tithe, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yirmeya (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 6:11; Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 3:5). 


NOTES 

This statement you are saying applies only in a case 
where the animals were not the majority, etc. - X17 
“sian MOAT NT xowa ‘Wats ANT: Some commentaries 
explain that Rabbi Mana is referring to the second half of 
Rabbi Yirmeya's statement, that brothers who have divided 
only the animals between them but not the rest of the 
assets are exempt from both the premium and the animal 
ithe. Rabbi Mana is saying that this is the halakha only if 
he animals are not the majority of the inheritance; but if 
hey are the majority, when the animals have been divided, 
it is as though all the property were now included in the 
newly formed partnership, and they are therefore liable for 
he premium (Rash Sirilio; Rabbeinu Meshulam). 
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Rabbi Elazar said: And this is the halakha only when they divided 
kids for goats and goats for kids,’ i.e., when the two brothers inher- 
ited both kids and goats, and yet one took all the goats and the other 
all the kids. Since each originally inherited both species, this division 
is tantamount to one brother trading his goats for the other’s kids. 
When they again become partners, they are like strangers who join 
together. Consequently, they are exempt from the animal tithe. 


However, if they divided kids for kids and goats for goats, so that 
each takes some of both types in the normal manner, the halakha is 
that the group of animals each brother takes is considered his share 
from the outset, and no transaction between them has occurred. 
Consequently, when they reestablished the partnership, the estate 
reverted to its original status as a single entity, and therefore the 
animal tithe must be separated. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: No, even if they divided the estate in the man- 
ner of kids for kids" and goats for goats, they are considered like 
purchasers. It is as though each brother has sold his share to the 
other, and they are therefore exempt from the animal tithe, as we 
learned in a mishna there, in Bekhorot (9:3): That which is bought 
or given to the owner as a gift is exempt from the animal tithe. 


The mishna spoke of two cases, one in which brothers are obligated 
in the animal tithe and exempt from the premium, and the other in 
which they are obligated in the premium and exempt from the animal 
tithe. In this regard, Rabbi Hiyya said that Rabbi Yirmeya raised a 
dilemma: And why do we not say that there are also times when 
they are obligated in both of them, 


and there are times when they are exempt from both of them? 
How is that? If they divided the property but did not divide the 
animals," they are obligated in both. The brothers are considered 
regular partners with regard to the property, and they are therefore 
obligated in the premium. However, the livestock is still regarded as 
under the single ownership of their father’s estate, and they are there- 
fore obligated in the animal tithe. Conversely, if they divided the 
animals between them but did not divide the property," they are 
exempt from both. With regard to the animals, the brothers are 
considered regular partners and are therefore are exempt from the 
animal tithe. The rest of the property remains under unified owner- 
ship, and they are therefore exempt from the premium as well. 


In this regard, Rabbi Mana said: This statement you, Rabbi Yirmeya, 
are saying, that brothers who divided the property but not the 
animals are obligated in a premium, applies only in a case where 
the animals were not the majority" of the property. However, if 
the animals were the majority of the property, they are considered 
the principal property. In this case, ifthe brothers have not divided 
the animals, even if they have divided the rest of the assets, it is as 
though they have not divided the estate at all, and they are therefore 
exempt from the premium. 


The mishna stated that if the brothers have not divided their inheri- 
tance between them, they are obligated in the animal tithe and ex- 
empt from the premium. Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Shimi raised 
a dilemma: Because you have been stringent and made them as 
one man with regard to the animal tithe, by treating the estate as 
though it were under single ownership, will you also be lenient with 
them and exempt them from the premium? In this case too the 
stringent ruling should be accepted, and they should be treated as 
the owners of separate entities, who are obligated in the premium. 
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Rabbi Avin said to Rabbi Shimi in response: Is it not different? 
There is a distinction here: As he, one of the brothers, gives one 
whole sela from the estate on behalf of both of them, and as the 
inheritance has not yet been divided, the coin is still considered 
the legal property of the father. Consequently, they are exempt 
from the premium, despite the fact that this results in a leniency. 


The Gemara asks: According to the ruling that the undivided 
estate is considered under single ownership, now one could 
claim that even if the brothers divided the inheritance and 
subsequently reestablished it again, the inheritance should 
revert to its original state as their father’s property, and they 
should be obligated in the animal tithe and exempt from 
the premium. And yet we learned in the mishna that in this 
case they are obligated in the premium and exempt from the 
animal tithe. 


Rabbi Ba answered in the name of Abba bar Rav Huna: It is 
the same with two brothers who inherited their father, as is 
the halakha with regard to two brothers-in-law" who inherited 
their father-in-law. If a father had only two daughters and their 
husbands inherited him, proceeded to divide up the inheritance, 
and later formed a partnership, they are considered like regular 
partners, who are obligated in a premium but exempt from the 
animal tithe. The same halakha applies to two sons. 


The Gemara cites a baraita with regard to the additional premi- 
um: To where would the premiums fall," i.e., what was done 

with them? Rabbi Meir says: They would add them to the 

shekels" themselves, for the daily and additional offerings. Rab- 
bi Elazar says: They would be allocated to free-will offerings, 
i.e., the money would go toward the burnt-offerings that were 

sacrificed when the altar was idle. 


Rabbi Shimon Shezuri says: They would use the premiums to 

buy gold plating, and this served as covering for the inner walls 

of the house of the Holy of Holies. Ben Azzai says: The mon- 
ey changers responsible for collecting the shekels would take 

them as their payment for their services, as they had to take 

time off from their regular work. And some say that the premi- 
ums were spent on transportation expenses," i.e., the cost of 
moving the shekels from their collection sites to Jerusalem. 


NOTES 

Two brothers-in-law -= pp 9: This statement is refer- 
ring to two men married to two sisters whose father 
died without leaving any sons. The father’s property goes 
to the daughters, whose husbands in turn inherit them 
upon their deaths. Once the brothers-in-law divide the 
inheritance between them, the assets can never again be 
considered the property of the father, even if they form a 
partnership afterward. 


Rabbi Meir says: To the shekels — popwh TİK PNI: 
Rabbi Meir'’s ruling here is consistent with his earlier opin- 
ion on daf 4b that the obligation to pay a premium ap- 
plies by Torah law. It is therefore clear to him that the 
premium must be used for the same purpose as the 
shekels themselves (Rash Sirilio; Rabbeinu Meshulam; 
Tiklin Hadatin). 


The money changers would take them as their pay- 
ment...on transportation expenses — povia wa pnb 
DTT meyind..npwa mix: Some commentaries have 
raised the possibility that, according to the last two opin- 
ions, one who himself brings his half-shekel to Jerusalem 
without using a money changer does not have to add a 
premium, as no transportation costs were incurred by 
the Temple and no money changer has lost any time. 
Nevertheless, it is possible that the Sages did not accept 
this distinction and obligated even one who brings his 
own shekel to pay the premium (Or HaHama). 


HALAKHA 

To where would the premiums fall - npn vI esd 
Poin: According to the Rambam, the premiums that 
were collected with the half-shekels are not treated like 
shekels themselves. Rather, the money changers set them 
aside for the Temple treasury to use them when neces- 
sary. The Kesef Mishne explains that the Rambam rules in 
this manner because Rabbi Meir is in the minority here. 
Furthermore, as the Rambam was undecided as to which 
of the other opinions was correct, he left his language 
deliberately vague (Ra’avad; Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 3:7). 
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This chapter began the tractate with a discussion of certain responsibilities of the 
court that were carried out in the month of Adar. Among them was the court’s duty 
to issue a proclamation on the first of Adar concerning the obligation to contribute 
the half-shekel to the Temple. The collection of the shekels would proceed as fol- 
lows: Starting from the fifteenth of the month the money changers, who collected 
the coins, would set up their stalls around the country. From the twenty-fifth of Adar 
these money changers were available only in the Temple. 


All Jewish males are obligated to contribute the shekel, and the court has the right to 
forcibly collect the money from those who refuse. According to the conclusion of the 
Gemara, priests are also obligated to give the shekel. Women and minors are exempt, 
although their voluntary contributions are accepted. In contrast, the contributions 
of Samaritans and gentiles are not accepted. 


Under certain circumstances, one must add a premium to his shekel. This premium 
consists of a small coin as a kind of service charge for the efforts of the treasurers 
who collect the shekels. 


The halakha that the shekels are collected in Adar led to an incidental discussion of 
other tasks performed in this month. These, of course, include the reading of the 
Scroll of Esther. As this month marks the end of winter, certain tasks associated with 
the season were performed then, such as repairing public roads and refreshing grave 
markers that were damaged during the winter, as well as uprooting diverse kinds of 
seeds that had sprouted in the fields. The Gemara added that in a leap year, in which 
there are two months of Adar, most of the practices of Adar are performed in Second 
Adar rather than First Adar. 


Summary of 
Perek | 
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We made ordinances for us to charge ourselves yearly 
with a third of a shekel for the service of the House of 
God. For the shewbread, and for the continual meal- 
offering, and for the continual burnt-offering, of the 
Shabbatot, of the New Moons, for the appointed sea- 
sons, and for the holy things, and for the sin-offerings 
to make atonement for Israel, and for all the work of 
the House of God. 

(Nehemiah 10:33-34) 


After all the contributions were collected, the shekels had to be delivered to the 
Temple. The first topic of this chapter addresses issues that arise in this context: 
Must the shekels themselves be delivered or may they be exchanged for coins of 
other denominations? What happens if the money is lost or stolen on its way to the 
Temple? Furthermore, when something does go wrong, under what circumstances 
are the contributors considered to have fulfilled their obligation anyway, and when 
must they contribute another shekel in place of the lost one? 


The second topic discussed in this chapter begins with the issue of surplus funds 
accrued in the course of collecting the shekels. Do they have consecrated status, or 
is only the precise amount of one half-shekel per contributor consecrated, with the 
rest regarded as non-sacred? This discussion furnishes an opening for a broader dis- 
cussion of surplus or leftover funds collected for one purpose after that purpose has 
been realized. If more money than was necessary was collected for particular offer- 
ings, for charity, or for other mitzvot, may the extra funds be used for any objective 
one desires, or are there restrictions due to the fact that they were originally collected 
and designated for a particular use? 


These are the main issues discussed in this chapter, alongside tangential issues that 
arise in the course of the discussion. 


Introduction to 
Perek II 
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HALAKHA 1+ MISHNA When people who live far from 

Jerusalem wish to send to Jerusalem the shekels that have been levied 

from their community, they may combine their shekels and ex- 
change them for darics [darkonot],'" which are large gold coins, due 

to the burden of the way. Instead of carrying large amounts of shek- 
els, the agents who deliver the funds will bring a much lighter burden 

of gold coins with them. The mishna adds: Just as there were collec- 
tion horns? in the Temple" to receive the half-shekel contributions, 
so too there were collection horns in the rest of the country," i.e., 
areas outside of Jerusalem. The local inhabitants placed their half- 
shekels in these horns, which were later brought to Jerusalem. 


§ With regard to the residents of a town who sent their shekels to 
the Temple and they were stolen from the agent on the way or were 
lost," if the collection of the chamber had already been collected" 
before these shekels arrived, the agents must take the oath of a bailee 
to the treasurers [gizbarin].' After the collection of the chamber, all 
the shekels that have been contributed become the property of the 
Temple, so the Temple treasurers who are in charge of this property 
become the opposing litigants of the agents. 


If the ceremony has not yet been performed and the contributions 
have not yet been collected into the baskets, the shekels are consid- 
ered the property of the residents of the town, and therefore the 
agents must take an oath to absolve themselves to the residents of 
the town. Since those shekels are still considered the property of the 
residents of the town because the shekels never reached the Temple, 
they have not fulfilled their obligation. Therefore, the residents of 
the town must contribute other shekels in their place. If, after the 
residents of the town contributed other shekels, the original shekels 
were found or the thieves returned them," both these original shek- 
els and those newly contributed ones have the status of consecrated 
shekels and belong to the Temple. However, they do not count for 
the following year. The people cannot claim that since they contrib- 
uted twice in one year they are exempt from contributing the next 
year. 


HALAKHA 


Combine shekels and exchange them for darics — pa% 
ninay p>pw: After collecting shekels from communi- 
ties outside of Jerusalem, the shekels were then exchanged 
with gold dinars and sent via agents to the Temple, in ac- 
cordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 2:4). 


Just as there were collection horns in the Temple, so too 
there were collection horns in the rest of the country — ow 
AY Ta MDW va Ja wpa niw vaw: The shekels collected 
by money changers in communities outside of Jerusalem were 
placed in two collection boxes in front of them, which were 
narrow at their upper end and wider at their lower end, just 
like the collection horns in the Temple. In one they placed the 
shekels for the current year’s obligation, and in the other they 
placed the shekels for the previous year’s obligation, for those 
who had not given the previous year (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shekalim 2:1). 


The residents of a town who sent their shekels and they 
were stolen or were lost — iK 1230 ppe nx inbww vyg va 
ytaxw: When the residents of a town send their shekels via an 
agent and they are stolen or lost, the halakha depends upon 
two factors: Whether the agent was a paid or unpaid bailee, 
and whether the collection of the chamber ceremony had 
already taken place. As long as the collection of the chamber 
has not taken place, the agent must address the claims of the 
residents of the city. If he is an unpaid bailee, then he must 
swear to the residents of the town that he was not negligent 


and he is exempt, like all unpaid bailees. The residents of the 
town must then contribute their shekels again. If the agent is a 
paid bailee, then he is liable to pay for loss or theft. He takes an 
oath to exempt himself only in cases of unavoidable accident; 
otherwise, he must bear the cost of the loss. 

If the collection of the chamber ceremony has taken place, 
the relevant oaths are addressed to the Temple treasurers, and 
the residents of the town are exempt. Since the ceremony is 
performed with the intention of including money that has 
already been gathered as well as money that will be gathered 
in the future, all shekels are considered to be the property of 
the Temple. However, if the shekels were lost before the col- 
lection of the chamber, they are still considered to be in the 
possession of the residents of the town. The agent must take an 
oath addressed to them, and if he is exempt, the people must 
contribute their shekels again, in accordance with the subse- 
quent interpretation of the mishna by Rabbi Abba (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 3:8-9). 


If the original shekels were found or the thieves returned 
them — 093337 DITTY it INYA: If those who contributed 
shekels gave other shekels after the first ones were stolen 
or lost and then the first shekels were found or the thieves 
returned them, both sets are considered consecrated shekels. 
However, they may not be used toward fulfilling the next year's 
obligation. The first ones are deposited in the horn with the 
present year's shekels, and the second ones are deposited with 
the previous year’s shekels (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 3:8-9). 


LANGUAGE 


Darics [darkonot] — n3271: Gold coins, mentioned already 
in the Persian era, at the time of the Babylonian immigra- 
tion (Ezra 8:27 and others). Some maintain that these coins 
were named after King Darius of Persia, while others maintain 
that the darics mentioned in the mishna are the Greek coins 
Aapetdc, dareikos, cited in Bekhorot 51a. 


Treasurers [gizbarin] — }*1a03: The word gizbar, which ap- 
pears in the Bible (Ezra 1:8), is from the Old Persian ganzabara. 
Ganz means a treasure, while bara is a verbal element mean- 
ing bearer, frequently used as a grammatical agent. The word, 
therefore, means treasurer or one who is in charge of the 
storehouses. 


BACKGROUND 


Collection horns — nit5iw: Due to the large number of 
people bringing offerings to the Temple, and in order to pre- 
vent mishaps, those who came to the Temple did not usually 
bring their offerings with them. They gave their money to 
the Temple treasurer, who would give them a receipt, which 
they then brought to another chamber in the Temple where 
they received their appropriate animal for sacrifice. Alterna- 
tively, as with a woman who has given birth, they placed 
their money in the appropriate basket among the thirteen 
collection baskets in the Temple that are designated for these 
and similar purposes. These baskets were referred to as horns, 
as they were externally similar to a ram’s horn; their lower 
end was wide while their upper end was narrow in order to 
prevent theft. 


NOTES 


Collection horns in the Temple - wpa niwiw: The mishna 
ater on (18b) says that there were thirteen collection baskets 
in the Temple that contained the money earmarked for the 
various offerings. The mishna continues to describe their func- 
ions. These baskets were called collection horns because they 
had the same shape as a ram's horn; their upper end, in which 
he money was placed, was narrow, while their lower end 
was wide in order to hold the money. They were designed in 
his way because of those who might feign placing money 
in the baskets while actually stealing money from them. This 
design makes it more complicated to remove money from 
hese horns (Shekalim 18b, Halakhot Gedolot). 


So too there were collection horns in the rest of the coun- 
try — Ata NAW 7 Ja: In Jerusalem, however, there were 
no collection horns besides those that were in the Temple, 
since the residents of Jerusalem brought their shekels directly 
to the Temple (Tiklin Hadatin). 


If the collection of the chamber had been collected - ox 
MQ MAIN: The collection of the chamber is the ceremony 
in which part of the money to be collected as shekels was set 
aside for the communal sacrifices of that year. In the fourth 
chapter of this tractate (Shekalim 10b-11a) there is a discus- 
sion with regard to the remaining funds of the collection 
of the treasury chamber, meaning the money left after the 
collection of the chamber ceremony. These extra funds were 
generally used for all the municipal requirements that were 
not related to the Temple service. 
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BACKGROUND 


Gems- nih: The finest-quality natural pearls have been 


highly valued as gemstones for many centuries. Pearls are 
produced within the soft tissue of a living mollusk such as 
a clam. Pearls are made up of calcium carbonate, and the 
ideal pearl is perfectly round and smooth. Still, many other 
shapes of pearls occur in nature. Pearls, especially cultured 
freshwater pearls, can be dyed yellow, green, blue, brown, 
pink, purple, or black. 


Giant clam of the genus Tridacna Komodo National Park, Indonesia 


Black pearl in its shell 


LANGUAGE 
Gems [margaliot] - niha: From the Greek Mapyapitng, 
margaritès, or papyapiç, margaris, meaning pearl or gem. 
The latter is the meaning generally intended by the Sages. 


Robbers [listim] - yh: From the Greek Ayotne, lestés, 
meaning thief, robber, or pirate. The colloquial term listim is 
a shortened form of listasim, meaning robbers. 


HALAKHA 
Old shekels in the Temple...no old shekels in the rest 
of the country — myama pp Ay px) WIAs pny: The ha- 
lakhais not in accordance with this baraita. Shekels from the 
previous year were also collected in the rest of the country 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 2:1). 
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Refers to new shekels...with regard to old shekels - popna 
ppry popna.. „PaT: Among the thirteen collection mee in 
he Temple was one with the words tiklin hadatin, new shekels, 


which were brought from the New Moon of Adar until the New 

oon of Nisan. The communal sacrifices were purchased with 
his money. Another basket engraved with the words tiklin 
atikin, old shekels, contained the shekels that were due the 


The money that had accrued in this basket was added to the 
remainder of the chamber collection, the half-shekels which 
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NOTES 


GEMARA It is taught in the mishna that residents of a town 
can exchange their half-shekels with gold darics in order to ease 
their burden on the way to Jerusalem. The Gemara asks: If the goal 
is to ease the agents’ burden by combining the coins into a more 
valuable commodity, let them make them, i.e., exchange them 
with, gems [ margaliot],°' which are more valuable than darics and 
much lighter to carry. The Gemara answers: They do not do this 
due to concern lest the price of the gems decrease, since, like all 
commodities, their price can decrease and the Temple treasury of 
consecrated property will lose. 


Like that which we learned in a mishna there, in tractate Bekhorot: 
All of them, all items that can be redeemed, such as different types 
of consecrated items and the firstborn male who is redeemed from 
the priest, may be redeemed with money or with an equivalent 
value of money in commodities, except for shekels, which may 
be redeemed only with money. The question remains: Why is it 
that one may not redeem the shekels with vessels or any other type 
of equivalent value of money in commodities? Rabbi Shmuel bar 
Rav Yitzhak said that it is due to concern lest the price of vessels 
decreases and the Temple treasury of consecrated property will 
lose. This is not the case with money, whose price remains fixed. 
So too here, they do not exchange shekels with gems out of con- 
cern lest the price of the gems decreases and the Temple treasury 
of consecrated property will lose. 


§ Itis taught in the mishna that just as there were collection horns 
in the Temple to receive the shekels, there were also collection 
horns in the areas outside Jerusalem. The Gemara comments: The 
mishna refers to new shekels, which are contributed for the new 
year commencing in Nisan. However, with regard to old shekels," 
which are brought by people who did not contribute in the previous 
year and are only now bringing their contribution for that year, the 
mishna is not addressing this. The collection horns for old shekels 
were located only in the Temple and not in other places. And it was 
taught similarly in a baraita: Collection horns for old shekels exist 
in the Temple, but there are no collection horns for old shekels 
in the rest of the country." 


It is taught in the mishna that if the shekels were lost or stolen from 
the agent on his way to Jerusalem, he must take the oath of a bailee 
and is exempted. The Gemara comments: The mishna is referring 
to a case where the agent was an unpaid bailee. However, with 
regard to a paid bailee," it is not addressing this sort of case, since 
only an unpaid bailee is exempt through his oath from payment for 
loss or theft. Rabbi Abba said: Even if you say that our mishna 
is referring to a paid bailee, he is still exempt through oath, since 
the term stolen used in the mishna is referring to armed robbers 
[listim], and such a case is deemed an unavoidable accident for 
which even a paid bailee is exempt. The term lost means like one 
whose ship sank in the sea; he was saved, but the money he 
brought with him belonging to the residents of the town was lost 
with the ship. This too is deemed an unavoidable accident, for 
which even a paid bailee is exempt. 


engraved on it. This was used for the shekels of the present year, 


previous year but were only contributed during the current year. 


had been left from the previous year, and was designated for 
other purposes that did not relate to the Temple service, such 
as building and maintaining the city of Jerusalem. 


An unpaid bailee...a paid bailee - 136 iwa...o9n mwa: 
An unpaid bailee is one who does not receive any remuneration 
for looking after a deposit. A paid bailee receives remuneration 
for looking after a deposit. Both are required to adequately 
protect the deposits in their possession, but the unpaid bailee 
is exempt from paying for a stolen or lost deposit if he takes the 
oath of a bailee. In this oath he swears that he was not negligent 


in protecting the item. Additionally, he must take oaths that 
the deposit is not presently in his possession, and that he had 
not previously willfully taken possession of it. A paid bailee is 
obligated to provide a higher level of protection since he is paid 
for his work, and therefore he cannot exempt himself with an 
oath in a case of loss or theft. He is exempt only when he takes 
an oath that an unavoidable accident occurred while the item 
was in his possession. The mishna refers to an agent bringing 
the shekels as a bailee, without specification, and presumably 
the level of responsibility of the agent depends upon whether 
or not he was paid for his services. 
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It is taught in the mishna that if the shekels were stolen or lost by 
the agent after the collection of the chamber, the agent takes an 
oath to the Temple treasurer to prove that he was not negligent. 
Rabbi Yustai, son of Rabbi Simon, said that the mishna is in 
accordance with the one who says that they perform the collec- 
tion of the chamber with the intention that the ceremony apply 
to money that has already been gathered but has not yet been 
brought to the Temple, as well as to money that will be gathered 
in the future." Therefore, any money that was in the agent’s hands 
at the time of the collection is considered the property of the 
Temple treasury. 


However, according to the one who said that they do not per- 
form the collection of the chamber with the intention to include 
money that has already been gathered but has not yet reached 
the Temple, nor money that will be gathered in the future, but 
rather only money that is already in the Temple, not with regard 
to this did the mishna say that the agents take an oath to the 
Temple treasurers and are exempt. Since these shekels did not yet 
reach the Temple, it is as though they were not contributed at all, 
and all those whose shekels were lost or stolen must contribute 
another half-shekel in their place. 


§ It is taught in the mishna that if the residents of the town sent 
their shekels and they were stolen or lost, if the collection of the 
chamber had not yet been collected, the agents take an oath to the 
residents of the town; and if they have already been collected, they 
take an oath to the Temple treasurers. 


Rabbi Elazar said: The mishna is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon, as Rabbi Shimon says that consecrated items 
for which one is responsible are considered like his own prop- 
erty. Ifa person consecrates an item as a vow, he takes on himself 
the responsibility to replace it if it is lost or stolen. Rabbi Shimon 
considers this responsibility to be a type of ownership, and there- 
fore the agent who lost it must take an oath to the person who 
consecrated the lost item, who remains in some sense the owner. 
Similarly, the agent who lost shekels must swear to the residents 
of the town. The Rabbis who disagree with Rabbi Shimon main- 
tain that consecrated items belong to the Temple, and therefore 
no oath is relevant, in accordance with the principle that one does 
not take an oath on consecrated items. 


Rabbi Yohanan disagreed with R. Elazar and said: The mishna is 
in accordance with all opinions. It is not limited to the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon, due to the fact that it is a rabbinically instituted 
oath not required by Torah law. Since people may claim that they 
have no responsibility for these items, the Sages instituted taking 
an oath on consecrated items as well. 


The Gemara asks: According to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, 
who holds that the oath mentioned in the mishna is a rabbinic 
ordinance, it works out well that ifthe shekels were stolen or lost 
by the agent after the collection of the Temple chamber was com- 
pleted, the agent takes an oath to the Temple treasurers. And if 
not, if they were stolen or lost before the collections were col- 
lected, he takes an oath to the residents of the town. And the 
residents of the town give other shekels 


HALAKHA 


They perform the collection with the intention that the future. The reason for this is that since the shekels he col- 
ceremony apply to money that has already been gathered __lects will be used to buy sacrifices that will atone for the 
as well as to money that will be gathered in the future - entire Jewish people, even those shekels that have not 
nia PVI oy) ‘aa by prin: The priest who performs yet been gathered are considered as though they have 
the collection of the Temple chamber intends that the reached the chamber, and the shekels that were collected 
ceremony apply to that which has already been gathered apply to them as well. This is in accordance with the conclu- 
and is in the chamber, that which has not yet reached the sion of the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
chamber, and even that which will be gathered in the Shekalim 2:9). 
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HALAKHA 


Even if the residents of the town took upon themselves to 
pay, the agent cannot discharge his obligations toward 
consecrated property without an oath — bap 9 by aN 
maw sba ext warp ps ow pws aa: Ifthe residents of 
a town sent their shekels through an unpaid bailee and they 
were lost or stolen, and the residents said that even though 
he is legally obligated to take an oath they do not require 
him to do so, since anyway they are giving other shekels 
instead of the previous ones and they trust the agent's word, 
their claim is not accepted. The Sages decreed that conse- 
crated property should not be redeemed without an oath, 
as the Gemara concludes (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 3:8). 


NOTES 


One set aside his shekel and subsequently lost it - w37 
72%) bpv: The Rosh and others (including the Tiklin Hadatin 
in his first explanation) maintain that the shekel was lost 
before the chamber collection was made. However, others 
maintain that the Gemara here is addressing a situation 
where the shekel was lost after the chamber collection. Ac- 
cording to these opinions, the owner is held responsible for 
his shekel even after the chamber collection has been made, 
as long as the offerings bought from this collection have 
not yet been sacrificed (Korban HaEida; second explanation 
in Tiklin Hadatin). 


Rabbi Yohanan said he is held responsible for it... Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish says consecrated items are consid- 
ered to be in the possession of the Temple wherever 
they are — wh {a iyaw DANa AYN Was pov a) 
xinw Dipa baa Tia mwa wp NİN: Some commen- 
taries explain ‘that according to all opinions, one fulfills the 
mitzva of contributing the half-shekel the moment he sets 
aside the money. For this reason, Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish 
holds that he is exempt from responsibility. It is as if the 
money were already handed to the Temple treasurer, since 
wherever the money may be, it is considered to be in the 
possession of the Temple. However, Rabbi Yohanan holds 
that even after one has fulfilled the mitzva by setting aside 
the half-shekel, he is still obligated to ensure that his shekel 
reaches the Temple so that it will be in the chamber at the 
time of the collection. For this reason, he holds that until one 
gives the shekel to the treasurer, he is responsible for it. Since 
according to all opinions he has already fulfilled the mitzva 
of contributing the half-shekel at the time he set it aside, if 
were lost without negligence on his part, as he gave it to 
a paid bailee, and it was lost after the chamber collection, 
he is exempt (/ggerot Moshe, Yoreh Dea 1:190). 


Consecrated items are considered to be in the posses- 
sion of the Temple wherever they are, whether or not 
they have reached the Temple treasurer - mwya wap 
xne Dipa baa miaa: Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish’s opinion 
appears in tractate hullin (139a). Rabbi Yohanan and Reish 
Lakish disagree there in a case where one said: This maneh 
is for the maintenance of the Temple, and then the maneh, 
an amount of money, was stolen or lost. According to Rabbi 
Yohanan, he is held responsible as long as the maneh has 
not yet reached the hands of the Temple treasurer. However, 
according to Reish Lakish, he is not held responsible. If the 
maneh still exists, even if it was lost or stolen and now is in 
the possession of others, since it was consecrated, it can be 
considered as belonging to God, i.e., the Temple, wherever 
it currently is. As it is stated, “The earth is God's and the full- 
ness thereof” (Psalms 24:1). Similarly, in our case Reish Lakish 
holds that since he already consecrated his half-shekel, it 
belongs to the treasury of consecrated property, and even 
if it did not arrive there, he has fulfilled his obligation. 
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in their place. Although by Torah law one does not take an oath on 
consecrated items belonging to the Temple treasury, and therefore 
there is no need to take an oath to the Temple treasurers, this oath 
is required due to the fact that it is a rabbinically instituted oath, as 
the Sages required the agent to take an oath as the bailee of the 
consecrated property that was deposited with him. 


However, according to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, there is a dif- 
ficulty. It is reasonable that when the shekels are lost before the 
collection of the chamber ceremony, the agents must take an oath 
to the residents of the town, as this is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon. As long as the collection of the chamber 
has not taken place, the residents of the town are held responsible 
for their shekels, since they are considered to be their property. But 
why does the agent take an oath to the Temple treasurers if the 
shekels are lost after the ceremony? With regard to the treasurers, 
whatis their purpose in this discussion? One does not take an oath 
on consecrated items. 


The Gemara answers: The mishna means that the agents take an 
oath to the residents of the town in the presence of the Temple 
treasurers so that the treasurers will not suspect the residents of 
the town of not having given their shekels. Alternatively, even if the 
town residents are considered to be honest people who would not 
be suspected of withholding their shekels, the agents must take an 
oath in the presence of the Temple treasurers so that the treasurers 
will not regard the residents to be negligent people who failed to 
properly watch over the shekels. 


Rabbi Yohanan said that the oath mentioned in the mishna is a rab- 
binic ordinance. The Gemara comments: According to this opinion, 
the mishna’s statement that if the shekels were lost before the col- 
lection of the chamber ceremony, the agents must take an oath to 
the residents of the town applies even if the residents of the town 
took upon themselves to pay other shekels in place of the first ones 
that were lost or stolen. In such a case, the residents relinquished 
their right to an oath from the agent, but since it is in reality conse- 
crated property, there is still a rabbinic ordinance that the agent 
cannot discharge his obligations toward consecrated property 
without an oath." 


Until this point the Gemara has dealt with a situation where the 
shekels were lost or stolen from the agent. With regard to a case 
where one set aside his shekel and subsequently lost it" before the 
collection of the chamber ceremony took place, Rabbi Yohanan 
said: Since the collection of the chamber had not yet taken place, 
the shekel is considered to be the property of the donor, and he is 
held responsible for it until he hands it to the Temple treasurer. 
Therefore, he must replace the lost shekel. Rabbi Shimon ben La- 
kish says: Consecrated items are considered to be in the posses- 
sion of the Temple treasury wherever they are," whether or not 
they have actually reached the hands of the Temple treasurer.’ 
Therefore, the donor is not responsible for replacing the lost shekel. 


The Gemara asks: The mishna disagrees with the opinion of Rab- 
bi Shimon ben Lakish, as it teaches that the agents who lost the 
shekels take an oath to the residents of the town, and the resi- 
dents of the town contribute shekels in place of those lost. Appar- 
ently, as long as the funds have not yet been collected, the shekels 
are considered to be in the possession of their owners. The Gemara 
answers: Isn’t this also because it is a rabbinically instituted oath? 
This oath is not by Torah law, but rather instituted by the Sages to 
encourage people to look after the shekels until they are brought to 
the Temple. According to Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, no oath is 
required by Torah law because the shekels belong to the Temple. 
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It is taught in the mishna that if the shekels were stolen or lost by the 
agents and the residents of the town set aside other shekels as re- 
quired, and then the first shekels were found or returned by the thief, 
both sets are considered to be consecrated shekels. It was taught in 
a baraita: The first ones are allocated" to the collection of the new 
shekels, from which the sacrifices of the coming year will be brought, 
and the second ones are allocated to the collection of old shekels," 
which are used to repair and maintain the Temple. 


The Gemara asks: Which are the first ones and which are the sec- 
ond ones? Are the first ones those that were lost, since they were 

contributed first, or are the first ones those that were contributed in 

place of the lost ones, and they are deemed so because they reached 

the Temple first? Rabbi Pinehas, son of Rabbi Hiyya, and Rabbi 

Abba Mari disagreed. One of them said that the first shekels are 

those that the residents of the town first sent to the Temple, and 

the other one said that those that reached the hands of the Temple 

treasurers first are considered the first shekels. 


HALAKHA 2+ MISHNA With regard to one who gives his 
shekel to his fellow to contribute on his behalf by placing it in the 
collection horn for him, and the fellow instead contributed it for 
himself," if at the time that he placed the shekel in the collection 
horn the collection of the chamber had been collected, the fellow 
is guilty of misuse of consecrated property.’ When they perform 
the collection of the chamber, the treasurers also have in mind the 
shekels that have been contributed but are not yet in the possession 
of the Temple treasury, so that all those who have contributed shek- 
els will have a part in the communal sacrifices. Therefore, when the 
agent gives this shekel for himself, he is considered to be deriving 
benefit from a consecrated item and is guilty of unintentional misuse 
of consecrated property. 


With regard to one who mistakenly contributes his shekel from 
consecrated money, and then the collection of the chamber was 
collected and an animal purchased with those funds was sacrificed" 
as a communal offering, he is guilty of misuse of consecrated prop- 
erty once the animal has been offered. This is because at that point 
the money used to purchase the animal is transferred to non-sacred 
status. However, before that point, merely contributing consecrated 
money is not considered misuse. If one mistakenly contributed his 
shekel from money used to redeem the fruits of the second tithe" or 
from money from the permitted sale of produce grown during the 
Sabbatical Year," he must eat non-sacred fruits besides the ones he 
already possesses, corresponding to the value of the shekel, and he 
must treat them with the sanctity of second tithes or Sabbatical Year 
fruits. 


NOTES 


It was taught the first ones are allocated - DWNT uA 
Dhi): The later authorities asked: It seems from here that 
the obligation upon the residents of the town to set aside 
other shekels in place of the first ones is a rabbinic ordinance. 
We also find that the amora'im disagree about where these 
shekels are deposited, in the collection horns for the new 
shekels or in the collection horns for the old ones. This poses 
a difficulty: How can these shekels be deposited in one of 
the collection horns and be used for communal sacrifices, 
since by Torah law they have no sanctity? They answered, as 
taught previously (3a), that just as the court has the authority 
to remove someone from ownership of a field and thereby 
exempt it from tithes, so too, the court may decree that when 
one gives a half-shekel to the treasury in fulfillment of a rab- 
binic ordinance, the coin becomes a consecrated item and 
may be used to buy communal sacrifices (Meishiv Davar). 


Guilty of misuse of consecrated property - byn: Misuse of 
consecrated property occurs when one derives benefit worth 
at least a peruta from consecrated items, whether they were 
consecrated for the altar or for Temple maintenance, and one 
was not entitled to derive benefit from them. If one intention- 
ally derived benefit he is flogged and pays the treasury of 
consecrated property the amount that he benefited. If he 
unwittingly derived benefit, he pays the Temple treasury the 
amount that he benefited and adds a fifth more, and he also 
brings a ram as a guilt-offering to atone for him (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 1:3). 


Of the second tithe - nW wya: The halakha of second 
ithes is written in the Torah (Deuteronomy 14:22-27) and 
its principles are taught in the Mishna tractate Ma‘aser Sheni. 
This tithe is in addition to the one given to the Levites, and 
herefore it is termed the second tithe. It is separated in the 
first, second, fourth, and fifth years of the Sabbatical cycle; 
during the third and sixth years a tithe for the poor is given 
instead. The second tithe is brought to Jerusalem to be eaten 
here by its owner. If he cannot bring it there himself, he may 
redeem it, and with the money that he set aside in its place 
e may purchase various food items. 

Second tithes do not have many regulations besides the 
prohibition against eating them in ritual impurity or while in 
mourning. The tanna‘im disagree with regard to the nature 
of second-tithe money (Sanhedrin 112b). According to the 
opinion of the Rabbis, second tithes belong to their owners, 
but the Torah obligated them to use this part of their property 
in a special manner. According to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, 
second tithes are a form of consecrated property, but the 
Torah gave the owner permission to derive benefit from this 
consecrated property in Jerusalem. 


HALAKHA 


The first ones are allocated to the collection of the new 
shekels and the second ones are allocated to the collection 
of old shekels - pha Dym pan popnb Dhi) owed 
pony opm: If the agent took an oath as required and the 
reasurers collected other shekels from the residents of the 
own, and then the robbers returned the original shekels, both 
sets are consecrated as shekels. However, they do not count for 
he next year. The first ones are deposited with the shekels of 
he present year, while the second ones are deposited with the 
previous year's shekels. The amora’‘im in the Jerusalem Talmud 
here disagree with regard to which ones are considered the 
first shekels. Some say the first shekels are those that were 
collected first and were lost or stolen and then returned. Oth- 
ers say that those that reached the Temple treasurer first are 
considered to be the first shekels (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shekalim 3:9). 


One who gives his shekel to his fellow to contribute on his 


behalf and the fellow contributed it for himself — bpw yan 
ioxy op by topes im by bipw iwan: with regard to one who 
gives a ‘half-shekel to his fellow to contribute for him, and the 
agent gave it in his own name, if the collection of the Temple 
chamber has already been collected, the agent is guilty of 
gaining benefit through the misuse of consecrated property. 
This money is considered to be in the possession of the Temple 
treasury, since the treasurers who perform the collection of 
the chamber contributions also have in mind the shekels that 
will be collected in the future. If the collection of the chamber 
has not taken place, he is not guilty of misuse of consecrated 
property, since it is still considered to be the property of the 
owner. However, he must return the half-shekel to his fellow 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 3:10; Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 6:13). 


One who contributes his shekel from consecrated money 
and the collection was collected and an animal was 


sacrificed - aayy) manan ANN wapAT p pw pws 
magan: With regard to one who unwittingly coñitrlbutėd his 
half-shekel from consecrated money in his possession, and the 
chamber has already been collected, when the half-shekel will 
be used to buy communal sacrifices, he is liable for misuse of 
consecrated property. However, he has fulfilled his obligation 
to contribute a half-shekel, in accordance with the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 3:11). 


Money of the second tithe or money from the Sabbatical 
Year — nwa nTa ae Wy: One who unwittingly contrib- 
uted his half-shekel from second-tithe money must eat a cor- 
responding value of food, in place of that money, in Jerusalem. 
If he contributed from Sabbatical Year money, he must eat a 
corresponding value of fruit, in place of that money, with the 
sanctity of the Sabbatical Year (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 3:11). 
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NOTES 
As Rabbi Shimon said, he would im 
receive his money — bapa maw giy 
yniyra: Rabbi Shimon's opinion is cited lat 
Gemara (13b) as a dissenting opinion to 
Rabbis. 
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GEMARA Itis taught in the mishna that one who contributes his 
shekel from consecrated money, when the collection of the chamber cer- 
emony takes place and the animal has been offered, he is guilty of misuse 
of consecrated property. The Gemara records two different versions of this 
halakha. We learned in the mishna: If the animal was offered, indicating 
that if the animal had not been offered, even if the collection of the cham- 
ber ceremony has taken place, he has not misused consecrated property. 
The school of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi taught: If the collection of the 
chamber had been collected, indicating that he is guilty of misuse of 
consecrated property even before the animal was offered. 


The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna from Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s school 
who taught: If the collection had been collected? It is Rabbi Shimon, as 
Rabbi Shimon said: When one sold items to the Temple treasurers for 
use in communal sacrifices, such as fine flour for meal-offerings or wine 
for libations, he would immediately receive his money" from the treasur- 
ers, and the priests, who are vigilant with regard to mitzvot, would ensure 
that the relevant items would not become disqualified. Since the items sold 
became consecrated right away, the money became non-sacred at the time 
of the purchase; there was no need to wait until the items were actually 
offered. Similarly with regard to the shekels, the moment the Temple 
treasury purchases an animal for communal sacrifices, the shekels used 
become non-sacred and the person who contributed his shekel from 
consecrated money is guilty of misuse consecrated items. 


The mishna taught that if one gave his shekel to an agent to place into 
the collection horns and the agent placed it in for himself, if the collection 
of the chamber ceremony has taken place, the agent has misused conse- 
crated property. The Gemara comments: This is difficult. If one steals his 
fellow’s burnt-offering, and slaughtered it without specifying for whom 
he was offering it, isn’t the unspecified offering considered to be in the 
name of the original owners, and doesn't it atone for them? The same 
principle should apply here. Since the treasurer performs the ceremony of 
the collection of the chamber without having anyone particular in mind, 
this shekel should be attributed to the one to whom the shekel belonged 
and not to the one who stole the shekel for himself. If the agent receives 
no benefit from it, why is he considered to have misused consecrated 


property? 


Rabbi Yudan said: It should be explained as referring to a case where 
this shekel was a particular coin that stood out among the other coins in 
the collection basket, and the Temple treasurer noticed it and removed 
this coin in the name of the agent, just as the members of the house of 
Rabban Gamliel were accustomed to do. When one brought a half-shekel 
from the house of Rabban Gamliel to the Temple, he would intention- 
ally push it into the basket in such a way that the treasurer would notice 
it and place it among the collected half-shekels. 


The Gemara comments why it must be the case that the person who illic- 
itly contributed the shekel in his own name is liable for misuse of conse- 
crated funds only if that particular coin is identifiably among those col- 
lected. Otherwise, wouldn’t one be concerned and say that perhaps the 
half-shekel given was not used to purchase offerings and instead fell 
among the remaining contributions in the chamber? And if this is the 
case, is there misuse of consecrated property with regard to the remain- 
ing contributions? According to the majority of the Sages, one is not liable 
for misuse of consecrated property for the remaining funds of the Temple 
treasury chamber. 


Should one rather explain the mishna in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir? As Rabbi Meir says: One is liable for misuse of conse- 
crated property with regard to the remaining contributions of the cham- 
ber. The halakha is clearly not in accordance with R. Meir, as the majority 
rule otherwise, and the mishna does not indicate that it is reflecting a 

minority opinion. Therefore, this too is reasonable only if the mishna is 

addressing a noticeable coin like the particular coin of the house of Rab- 
ban Gamliel, which the treasurer would intentionally collect in his name. 
It is certain that it was included in the contributions collected for offerings, 
and therefore the agent is liable for misuse of consecrated property. 
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The Gemara asks: How did the agent who placed the coin in the 
basket for himself benefit, that he should be liable for misuse? His 
goal was to perform a mitzva, and there is a principle that mitzvot 
were not given to derive benefit from them. We do not consider 
actions performed to fulfill a mitzva as personally beneficial to those 
who performed them. Rabbi Avin said in the name of the Rabbis 
from there, i.e., from Babylonia: Since the court is liable to seize 
collateral from him and does not seize collateral from him, it is 
as if he benefited personally from his action. 


The mishna seems to indicate that one who brings his half-shekel 
from second-tithe money has fulfilled his obligation, although he 
must eat non-sacred fruits in place of the second-tithe money. The 
Gemara asks: Since the money was already consecrated for a differ- 
ent purpose, it is not possible for a new sanctity to extend to it, as 
it is written: “But the firstling which is born first to God among 
animals, no man shall sanctify it” (Leviticus 27:26), and the Sages 
learn from the wording of this verse: That which is already sancti- 
fied, no other sanctity can extend to it." If so, what does he do so 
that the second-tithe money he contributed should count as his 
half-shekel? 


The Gemara answers: He brings a sela, i.e., a coin of non-sacred 
money, and says: The second-tithe money, already contributed, 
wherever it may be, should be redeemed upon this sela. That sela 
assumes the status of second tithe, which is transferred from the 
half-shekel that had been placed in the collection horn. The rest, i.e., 
the original contribution, becomes consecrated with the sanctity 
of shekels." 


HALAKHA 3. MISHNA With regard to one who gathers 
together small coins and said: These are for my shekel," and sub- 
sequently discovered that it amounted to more than a half-shekel. 
Beit Shammai say: The leftover coins are placed in the collection 
horn designated for a free-will offering,” as the money is conse- 
crated property but it does not have the status of a shekel. Beit 
Hillel say: The leftover money is non-sacred property since, ab 
initio, he had in mind to consecrate a half-shekel and no more. An 
item that was consecrated by mistake does not have the status of 
consecrated property. 


However, if he originally said: I am gathering together this money 
so that I will bring my shekel from these, they agree that the 
leftover money is non-sacred property. If one who was obligated 
to bring a sin-offering gathered together coins and said: These are 
for my sin-offering, then if he had accumulated more than was 
needed, they agree that the leftover money must be designated as 
a free-will offering. However, ifhe originally said: That I will bring 
my sin-offering from these," they agree that the leftover money 
is non-sacred property. 


Rabbi Shimon said: What is the difference between shekels and 
a sin-offering? Why do Beit Hillel say that the leftover money is 
non-sacred property in the case of shekels, while with regard to a 
sin-offering they say that the leftover money is consecrated for a 
free-will offering? Rather, the issue is that shekels have a fixed 
value, a half-shekel and no more. Therefore, there is a clear amount 
beyond which one did not intend the money to become conse- 
crated property. However, a sin-offering has no fixed value. Since 
the entire sum that one collected could have been used to purchase 
a sin-offering, whatever he didn’t use must at least be designated for 
a free-will offering. 


HALAKHA 


That which is already sanctified, no other sanctity can 
extend to it - yoy adn awrp px wip remy bp: If one 
designated an animal that was already consecrated as an 
offering to be consecrated for Temple maintenance, the 
new consecration takes effect. The animal is evaluated 
and redeemed, and its value is given toward the mainte- 
nance of the Temple. The animal itself is then sacrificed as 
the offering for which it had originally been consecrated. 
However, if one consecrated an animal already conse- 
crated toward the maintenance of the Temple and said: 
This is a burnt-offering, or: This is a peace-offering, or he 
consecrated it for the priests, his action has no effect. The 
renewed consecration as an offering or consecration for 
the priests cannot be added to the original animal conse- 
crated for maintenance of the Temple, since one cannot 
consecrate that which does not belong to him (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 6:8). 


NOTES 


That sela assumes the status of second tithe. The rest 
becomes consecrated with the sanctity of shekels — 
DYPE wy KYT aw wey DWY pani yop mnixt: The 
same solution applies to the case of one who contributed 
his half-shekel from Sabbatical Year money. He transfers 
the sanctity of the Sabbatical Year money onto a different 
coin, thus allowing the original coin to be consecrated as 
a shekel (Rash Sirilio). 


HALAKHA 


One who gathers together small coins and said: These 
are for my shekel - pw sxe n vase) niya DIDAN: If 
one says that he is collecting money for his half-shekel and 
eventually collects a larger amount than a half-shekel, he 
must contribute his half-shekel from the collected money. 
The remaining money is non-sacred property. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, as explained 
by Rabbi Yosei in the name of Rabbi Elazar (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 3:13). 


That | will bring my sin-offering from these - jpa wayw 
KYN: If one says when one begins collecting money: | 
will bring my sin offering from this money, he must use it 
to buy an animal as a sin offering. Any leftover money is 
non-sacred property according to all opinions (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:7). 


NOTES 

The leftover coins are a free-will offering - 7373 pipin: 
This free-will offering was used as repletion of the altar, i.e., 
burnt-offerings sacrificed at times when the altar was idle. 
When there were no other sacrifices to be brought on the 
altar, rather than leave the altar idle, the priests used spe- 
cial gift funds, which had been placed in an appropriate 
collection horn, to purchase animals to sacrifice as burnt- 
offerings. The meat from these offerings was burnt on the 
altar and their hides belonged to the priests. 
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When the Jewish people ascended from the exile they would 

contribute darics - nisat popiw wa nyiar p bere ywa: 

When the prevalent currency was darics, people used to contribute 
a sela for their half-shekel obligation, as the sela equaled half of a 
daric (according to Rambam’s opinion; see notes above). When 
the prevalent currency was the sela, people would contribute a 
half-sela, which is two dinar. When the prevalent currency was 
a half-sela, people would contribute that half-se/a for their half- 
shekel requirement. The Jewish people never contributed a half- 
shekel that was of a smaller value than that of the Torah. This is the 
Rambam's opinion and this is how he explains the mishna. The 
Ra’avad disagrees and maintains that they did not contribute based 

on the prevalent currency in each individual period, but rather 
based on the needs of that period. If there were few contributors, 
each would give a substantial sum to fulfill his obligation, whereas 
if there were many contributors, each of them would give a smaller 
sum (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 1:6). 

According to the Rema, some say that nowadays one should 
give a half of the prevalent currency in his place and time to charity 
before Purim, in order to commemorate the half-shekel that was 
given in the Temple in the month of Adar (Darkhei Moshe on Tur, 
Orah Hayyim 694 and Rema, Orah Hayyim 694:1). The source for 
this halakha seems to be the custom, mentioned in the mishna, 
that in the time of Ezra people would give darics, which were the 
prevalent currency in the Median Empire. 


Dinars — 13: The source of this word is the Latin denarius, mean- 
ing ten, since a dinar contained ten issar. The dinar was a coin used 
widely in the Roman Empire. 


Gold dinar with an imprint of Nero 
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Rabbi Yehuda says: Even for shekels there is no real fixed value. 
For when the Jewish people ascended from the exile," they 
would contribute darics,™ which are Median coins worth two 
shekels by Torah law. They brought these coins with them and 
would give a half of one to fulfill their half-shekel obligation. Lat- 
er on, when the Median Empire was dissolved, they reverted to 
contributing with a sela," a silver coin of equal weight to the the 
shekel mentioned in the Torah. People would contribute a half- 
sela for their half-shekel requirement. When the value of this 
currency changed later on, they reverted to contributing with a 
tiva, a different coin which is worth a half-shekel. 


Some people wished to contribute only dinars,’ which are half 
the value of the tiva, i.e, one quarter shekel in value. The Sages 
refused to accept it and required them to contribute at least the 
half-shekel mentioned in the Torah. Nevertheless, it is clear that 
the obligation of contributing shekels does not have a fixed value. 


Rabbi Shimon said in response: Even so, despite the fact that 

during different periods there were different amounts used to 

fulfill the obligation of the half-shekel, everyone has equal stand- 
ing, i.e., at any particular time, everyone contributes the same 

amount. Therefore, any sum collected beyond that amount was 

not intended to be consecrated. However, a sin-offering has no 

fixed amount whatsoever; this person may bring an animal worth 

a sela, and that one may bring one worth two, and this one may 
bring one worth three. Therefore, it cannot be supposed that 

there was no intention to consecrate the whole sum. 


When the Jewish people ascended from the exile they 
would contribute [shoklin] darics — aban n byw byw 
mint popw yt: According to the explanation i in the text, 
the word shoklin, contribute, does not have the same de- 
notation as in other places in this tractate, i.e., giving the 
half-shekel. Rather, it denotes the currency used, such that 
in one period the coin used in commerce was a daric, and 
in another period it was a sela, etc. This is how the Rambam 
(Commentary on the Mishna 2:4; Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 1:6), the Rosh, and Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura explain 
his mishna. 

However, other commentaries maintain that the mean- 
ing of shoklin here corresponds with its meaning in other 
places. According to these opinions, the amount required by 
Torah law is always equal to that of the half-shekel given in 
he time of Moses. Since the value of the conventional cur- 
rency changes from time to time, the court has the authority 
o change the conventional amount required, as long as the 
new value is not less than the value of the half-shekel from 
oses' time, and as long as each member of the Jewish 
people contributes the same value. 
The reason that, in different periods, people gave different 
coins for their half-shekel obligation is as follows: When the 
Jewish people ascended from exile in the time of Ezra, the 
number of immigrants was small, and the half-shekels they 
contributed did not suffice for all of the communal sacrifices. 
Therefore, the Sages of that generation decided that each 
person must contribute a daric, four times the half-shekel 
of Moses. Later on, when the population and the number 
of half-shekel contributors grew, they did not need such 
large contributions, and therefore the Sages said that it was 
enough to contribute a sela as the half-shekel. When the 
population expanded further, they reverted to using a tiva. 
When the population grew still more, people wanted to use 


the dinar, but the Sages would not accept them, due to the 
principle that one may not give less than the value of the 
half-shekel of Moses. 

According to this explanation, Rabbi Yehuda’s claim in 
the mishna is that since the value of the half-shekel fluctu- 
ated in every period, it is obvious that it did not have a fixed 
value, and therefore it should have the same halakha as a 
sin-offering. Rabbi Shimon countered that even if its value 
fluctuated, in a particular period everyone gives the same 
contribution, which is not the case with regard to a sin- 
offering (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh; Ra’avad 
on Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 1:6). 


They would contribute darics - miai511 pope yt: Accord- 
ing to the opinion of the Rambam, the daric was worth four 
half-shekels required by Torah law. However, the Ramban 
(Exodus 30:12) and the Tashbetz (Responsa 1:172) maintain 
that the value of the daric was three half-shekels required 
by Torah law. 


They would contribute darics...they reverted to contrib- 
uting with a sela - avo bipwh sin niia popiv wy: It 
seems from the mishna that there isan obligation to bring 
a half of the coin prevalent at the time of the contribution. 
The Rambam (Hilkhot Shekalim 1:5) seems to imply that this 
is the Torah obligation. However, the Me'ʻiri is of the opinion 
that it is a rabbinic law, since by Torah law it is enough to 
bring the half-shekel of the Torah, which was based on the 
coin prevalent in the time of Moses. The Sages were more 
stringent and required people to bring the coin prevalent in 
their own time to fulfill their half-shekel obligation. Others 
maintain that this is neither a biblical nor a rabbinic require- 
ment. Rather, it is an established custom in Israel to give 
the half-shekel based on the prevalent coin in one’s own 
time (see Rosh). 
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GEMARA Ie is taught in the mishna: One who gathers to- 
gether coins and says: These are for my shekel, if he finds that he 
has more than a half-shekel, then according to the opinion of Beit 
Shammai, the remainder is designated for a free-will offering, and 
according to Beit Hillel the remainder is non-sacred property. 
Rabbi Yosei said in the name of Rabbi Elazar: With regard to 
what do they disagree? With regard to one who gathers coin by 
coin [peroterot],' adding small coins bit by bit until they amount 
to a large sum. It is assumed that he intended to contribute only 
a half-shekel but did not pay attention to the fact that a larger sum 
had accumulated. According to Beit Hillel, an item that was con- 
secrated by mistake does not become consecrated, and thus the 
leftover money is non-sacred property. 


However, with regard to one who takes a stack of coins and says: 
These are for my shekel, everyone agrees that he must have in- 
tended to consecrate the entire sum. Therefore, the leftover coins 
are designated for a free-will offering. 


Rabbi Hiyya and Rabbi Beiva said in the name of Rabbi Elazar: 
With regard to what do they disagree? When one gathers coin 
by coin. In that case Beit Shammai maintain that the leftover 
money is designated for a free-will offering. Since they hold that 
an item consecrated by mistake is in fact consecrated, all the 
money that he accumulated becomes consecrated property and 
must be designated as a free-will offering. However, with regard 
to one who takes a stack of coins and says: These are for my 
shekel, everyone agrees that the leftover coins are non-sacred 
property. Even Beit Shammai agree that he did not intend to 


consecrate a sum of money so beyond the requirement of the 
half-shekel ab initio. 


Rabbi Hiyya said: The mishna supports the opinion of Rabbi 
Beivai, as we learned in the mishna that Rabbi Shimon said: 
What is the difference between the leftover money from the 
half-shekel contribution, which is non-sacred property, and the 
leftover money for sin-offerings, which is designated for a free- 
will offering, other than that shekels have a fixed value and a 
sin- offering has no fixed value? The Gemara asks: What case are 
we addressing? If Rabbi Shimon is addressing the case of one 
who collects money in small amounts and says before he starts: I 
will bring my shekel from these coins, everyone agrees that the 
leftover coins are non-sacred property. And if he is addressing 
the case of one who says: I will bring my sin-offering from these 
coins, here too, everyone agrees that the leftover money is non- 
sacred property, as explained in the mishna. 


Rather, this is the case we are addressing: when one takes a stack 
of coins and says: These are for my shekel. Rabbi Shimon holds 
that with regard to shekels, since their fixed value is explicitly 
from the Torah, the leftover coins are non-sacred property, be- 
cause even when he held all the money he intended only to take 
the value of a half-shekel from it. However, with regard to a sin- 
offering, since it has no fixed value from the Torah, as each 
person brings an animal of whatever value he wants, it is possible 
that one intended to bring an animal worth the entire value of the 
coins he took ab initio. Therefore, the leftover money is conse- 
crated for a free-will offering. This is a proof for Rabbi Beivai’s 
opinion that when one takes a stack of coins and says: These are 
for my shekel, everyone agrees that the leftover money is non- 
sacred property. 


Rabbi Yosei understood the mishna such that when he says: These 
are for my shekel, everyone agrees that the leftover money is 
consecrated property. The Gemara asks: What does Rabbi Yosei, 
in the name of Rabbi Elazar, do with this proof? The Gemara 
answers: He explains Rabbi Shimon’s opinion in the mishna as 
referring to one who collects coin by coin, and it is in accor- 
dance only with the opinion of Beit Hillel. 


LANGUAGE 
Coin by coin [peroterot] - viwis: Derived from the word 
perita, which has two opposing meanings in the linguistic 
usage of the Sages: Exchanging a large coin for smaller 
coins and vice versa. Here, the Gemara is using the second 
meaning, collecting small coins in order to exchange them 
for larger ones. 
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The Gemara challenges Rabbi Yosei’s version of Rabbi Elazar’s opinion: 
Didn’t we learn in the mishna: The leftover shekels are non-sacred 
property? This implies that in all situations where one consecrates 
shekels, including those where one said: These are for my shekel, the 
leftovers are non-sacred, which is in accordance with Rabbi Beivai’s 
explanation. The Gemara answers: There is no such implication. Rab- 
bi Yosei explained it as limited to the case of one who collects coin 
by coin, and it is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. In 
such a case, the leftover money is non-sacred property. 


The Gemara discusses a different issue. When a person sets aside his 
shekel and thought at that point that he is obligated to contribute it, 
and it turns out that he is not obligated" to contribute it, as he had 
contributed it already, the shekel that he separated is not consecrated, 
just as other mistakenly consecrated items do not become consecrated. 
With regard to one who sets aside two shekels simultaneously and 
thought that he is obligated to contribute two, one for the current 
year and one for the previous year, and it turns out that he is obli- 
gated to contribute only one," as he had in fact contributed the previ- 
ous year’s shekel, what do you do with the second one that was 
mistakenly set aside? 


The Gemara answers. Let us hear the halakha from this baraita: If one 
set aside his sin-offering, and at that point he thought that he was 
liable, as he had unwittingly sinned in such a manner requiring him 
to bring a sin-offering, and it turns out that he was not liable," the 
animal is not consecrated. If one set aside two animals and thought 
at the time that he had unwittingly transgressed two prohibitions and 
was therefore liable to sacrifice two sin-offerings, and it turns out that 
he was liable to sacrifice only one," what do you do with that second 
animal? 


It must rather be left to graze. On the one hand, it is consecrated with 
the sanctity of a sin-offering, but on the other hand, since the person 
who consecrated it is not obligated in another sin-offering, it cannot 
be sacrificed. Therefore, it must be left to graze until it develops a 
blemish and is disqualified from being offered. It can then be sold, with 
the proceeds used to purchase free-will offerings. So too, these mis- 
takenly set aside half-shekels, i.e., in the case of one who set aside two 
half-shekels and in the end was obligated only to contribute one, are 
designated for a free-will offering. 


The Gemara rejects this comparison between the case of the extra 
shekel and the case of the extra sin-offerings. Here, in the case of 
extra shekels, how can you say: These are designated for a free-will 
offering? The mishna distinguishes between the leftover money when 
collecting shekels, which is considered non-sacred property, and the 
leftover money when collecting for a sin-offering, which is considered 
consecrated for a free-will offering. 


HALAKHA 


Sets aside his shekel and thought that he is obligated and it 
turns out that he is not obligated — x1nw 329) bpw wpa 
an YNY NY) IM: If one thought that he was obligated to 
give his half-shekel and set that sum aside, but then discovered 
that he was not obligated, the half-shekel is not sacred property, 
in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 3:12). 


One who sets aside two shekels and thought that he is obli- 
gated to contribute two and it turns out that he is obligated 

to contribute only one - DW an KITY 120) DW wr DT 
my xdx In PNY NYAN: One who set aside two half-shekels 
because he ‘thought that he was obligated to contribute both, 

and then discovered that he was obligated to contribute only 
one, if he set them aside one after the other, the last one 

is not sacred property. If he set them aside simultaneously, 
one of them is his half-shekel and the other one is termed 

the leftover money of the half-shekel, in accordance with the 

conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 3:12). 


If one set aside his sin-offering and he thought that he 
was liable and it turns out that he was not liable — w97 
ayn ivg KY) I» xinw ad) inxon: In the case of one 
who set aside an animal or money for his sin offering and at 
that point thought that he was liable for a sin-offering, and 
then discovered that he was not liable, the animal or money 
that he set aside is non-sacred property, in accordance with 
the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:6). 


If one set aside two animals and thought that he was liable 
to sacrifice two sin-offerings, and it turns out that he was 
liable to sacrifice only one — an Nnw 320) DAW wr DT 
ons xox Ion VRY KYO DAW: if one set aside two animals 
or their monetary equivalent for his sin- offering, thinking that 
he was liable to sacrifice two sin-offerings, and then he dis- 
covered that he was liable only to sacrifice one, he may bring 
one of them or its monetary equivalent as a sin-offering. The 
other sin-offering or its monetary equivalent must be offered 
as free-will burnt-offerings (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 5:6). 
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§ It was taught in the mishna: Rabbi Yehuda says that even the 
half-shekel does not have a fixed value, as over the course of his- 
tory the exact sum of a half-shekel varied. Rabbi Yehuda then 
describes the coins used for the half-shekel during various periods. 
The Gemara first explains the mishna’s terminology. Darics are 
golden dinars. The phrase: They reverted to contributing with 
a sela, is as it sounds; i.e., the equivalent of the shekel mentioned 
in the Torah, which is four silver dinar. The phrase: They reverted 
to contributing with a tiva, refers to a half-sela coin, the equiva- 
lent of two silver dinar. The phrase: They wished to contribute 
only dinars, refers to a karat, i.e., a quarter of a sela, or one dinar. 


The mishna continues: They refused to accept it from them. The 
Sages did not agree to accept dinars in place of the half-shekel. 
From where did the Sages derive this? From this verse: “We made 
ordinances for us, to charge ourselves yearly with the third part 
ofa shekel for the service of the House of our God” (Nehemiah 
10:33). The third of a shekel cited in this verse is one-third of a 
daric, the prevalent coin of the time. Until that time, the custom 
was to contribute a half of the prevalent coin of the time. The Sages 
of that generation were concerned that over time the value of the 
prevalent coin would be reduced to the extent that people would 
no longer be contributing the value of the half-shekel of the Torah. 
The verse reports that they therefore set a minimum for the col- 
lection, which is the precedent for the Sages of the mishna not 
accepting the request to lower the fixed amount to a dinar. 


Once this verse is mentioned, the Gemara discusses other hala- 
khot that are derived from it. Rabbi Hilkiya said in the name of 
Rabbi Aha: This verse is about with the mitzva of charity. The 
term shelishit, one-third, used in this verse contains superfluous 
letters, as it could have been written shelish and maintained its 
meaning. From here one may derive that a person must donate 
his shekel three times" a year, meaning that he must give a shek- 
el to charity three times a year. One may also derive from here 
that one may not burden the community by asking them for 
charity more than three times a year. Rabbi Avin said: From 
here, there is also support for the fact that the baskets into which 
the collection of the chamber was collected were three se‘a in size; 
and from here, there is a hint to the three collection baskets and 
the three collections of the chamber during the year. 


It is written: “This they shall give, everyone who passes among 

them that are numbered, half a shekel after the shekel of the 

Sanctuary” (Exodus 30:13). Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Nehemya 

disagree with regard to the reason for the mitzva. One said: Be- 
cause they sinned" with the Golden Calf at the midpoint of the 

day," they should give a half-shekel. And one said: Because they 
sinned at the sixth hour of the day, they should give a half- 
shekel, whose sum is equal to six garmisin, a small coin that was 

prevalent in that period. 


Rabbi Yehoshua of the house of Rabbi Nehemya said in the 

name of Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai: Because the Jewish people 

transgressed the Ten Commandments at the time of the Golden 

Calf, each one of them shall give ten gera, which equals a half- 
shekel, as it is written: “This they shall give, half a shekel after the 

shekel of the Sanctuary; the shekel is twenty gera” (Exodus 30:13). 
Since the Jewish people violated the first commandment, it was 

as if they transgressed all ten (Sifrei, Shelah). 


The Gemara cites an additional reason for the obligation to give a 
half-shekel: It atones for the sin of the sale of Joseph. First, it in- 
troduces this topic. Rabbi Berekhya and Rabbi Levi said in the 
name of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish: Since the sons of Jacob sold 
Joseph, the firstborn of Rachel, for twenty silver dinar, the na- 
tion was commanded that each of them must redeem his first- 
born son with twenty silver dinar, which is five sela, as there are 
four dinar in a sela. 


NOTES 


From here one may derive that a person must donate his 
shekel three times — bpw wows DIN Pw N2: Some 
explain this passage not as referring to charity, but as the 
continuation of the previous discussion with regard to the 
half-shekel. This explanation is based on the opinion of the 
early authorities, who maintain that the value of a daric is a 
shekel and a half. Accordingly, when the mishna says: They 
used to contribute darics, it means that in the time of Ezra each 
person gave a whole daric for his half-shekel obligation, which 
is three half-shekels by Torah law. When the Gemara says the 
words: From here, it is bringing a source for this obligation from 
the following verse: “We made ordinances for us to charge 
ourselves yearly with one-third of a shekel” (Nehemiah 10:33). 
Rabbi Hilkiya explained that this verse means that the Jewish 
people divided their annual contributions to the Temple into 
three installments. They gave one-third of a daric each time, 
amounting altogether to a whole daric, which is equivalent 
to a shekel and a half in value (Korban HaEida). 


This they shall give, everyone who passes among those that 
are numbered...because they sinned — by saya bs aa 
IND D.. .09337577: According to Rashi on this verse (Exodus 
30:13), the Gemara’s explanation here is unclear since, accord- 
ing to the verse's simple meaning, there is no reference to 
sin. Rashi writes that “everyone who passes” means everyone 
who is to be counted, since it is customary that those who are 
counted pass by one by one, as it is written: “All that pass under 
the rod” (Leviticus 27:32) and: The flock passes under the hands 
of he who counts them” (Jeremiah 33:13). 

Indeed, one later authority (Keli Yakar) considered Rashi's 
words in light of the Gemara’s interpretation and suggested 
that the words: “Everyone who passes among those that are 
numbered’ is referring to those who had passed over or trans- 
gressed God's mitzvot during the events of the Golden Calf, as 
the word “numbered [pekudim]" can also mean mitzvot. The 
Torah said that the transgressors must atone by giving a “half- 
shekel of the consecrated shekels” (Exodus 30:13). 


Because they sinned at the midpoint of the day - wenw 3b 
Div wyma: This point is derived in the Gemara (Shabbat 89a, 
vol. 2, p. 36) from what is written about the end of the forty 
days since Moses’ ascent to Mount Sinai: “The people saw that 
Moses delayed coming down from the mountain” (Exodus 
32:1). The Gemara explains the word “delayed [boshesh]” as bo 
shesh, come six, meaning that the sixth hour, i.e., midday, had 
already come and Moses had not yet returned. 
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NOTES 


Since Jacob’s sons sold Rachel's firstborn for twenty silver 
dinars each of them received a tiva - m1i33 NAW Ey 
nya oma myy bay bon qpa mwya bem bw: Since ten 
brothers were involved in the sale and the twenty dinar were 
divided among them, each one received two dinar, which is 
the equivalent of a tiva. 


Perek II 
Daf6 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


The leftover money from shekels is non-sacred property — 
pan pop anin: If one was collecting small coins for his half- 

shekel, and when he began collecting said: | am collecting 

money for my shekel, even if he collected more than neces- 
sary, he may contribute the half-shekel that he is required to 

give and the rest is non-sacred property, as the halakha is 

that the leftover funds from shekels is non-sacred property, in 

accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 3:13). 


The leftover money from the tenth of an ephah - nin 
MDX TVwy: The leftover money of the tenth of an ephah 
of the High Priest must be left to rot, in accordance with the 
mishna which says it must be disposed of (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:8). 


The leftover money from the pairs of birds of a zav, etc. - 
"931 paap Wa: The leftover money from the pairs of birds of 
a zav and zava, the leftover money from a woman who gave 

birth, and the leftover money from sin-offerings are placed 

into the horn in the Temple that was designated for free-will 

offerings, and are used to purchase burnt-offerings. This rule 

applies only to fixed sin-offerings; however, with regard to 

those who are liable to sacrifice a sliding-scale sin-offering 

the leftover money becomes non-sacred property, in accor- 
dance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 5:9; see Mishne LaMelekh). 


The leftover money from a burnt-offering must be used 
for another burnt-offering — mhiy mhiy anin: The leftover 
money from a burnt-offering must be used for another burnt- 
offering. The leftover money from a peace-offering must be 
used for another peace-offering. The leftover money from a 
meal-offering must be used for another meal-offering. The 
leftover money from a Paschal lamb must be used for a peace- 
offering. The leftover money from the offerings of nazirites 
must be used for other nazirites'offerings. The leftover money 
from a specific nazirite must be used for that nazirite’s own 
free-will offering, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:9). 


The leftover money from nazirites must be used for other 
nazirites — wpb wP i: One who set aside money for 
the sacrifices of nazirites, brought those sacrifices, and then 
had money left over, must use that money for other nazirite 
sacrifices, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:9; Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 9:1). 
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The Gemara returns to the subject of the obligation to contribute a 
half-shekel: Rabbi Pinehas said in the name of Rabbi Levi: Since 
ten of Jacob’s sons sold Joseph, Rachel’s firstborn, for twenty silver 
dinars, each of them received two dinars, which amounts to a tiva" 
or a half-sela; therefore, each and every man must give a tiva for 
his shekel every year. 


HALAKHA 4: MISHNA The leftover money from what 
was set aside for shekels is non-sacred property," in accordance 
with the opinion of Beit Hillel in the previous mishna. The mishna 
now discusses similar cases for other sacred items: However, with 
regard to the leftover money from what one set aside to purchase 
the tenth of an ephah' of fine flour for a meal-offering and the 
leftover money from what one set aside to purchase offerings 
that he is liable to sacrifice due to ritual impurity or a sin, such as 
the pairs of birds of a zav," the pairs of birds of a zava, and the 
pairs of birds of a woman after childbirth, sin-offerings, or guilt- 
offerings, in these cases, its leftover money must be used for free- 
will offerings" that are offered as repletion of the altar, i.e., burnt- 
offerings sacrificed at times when the altar was idle. 


This is the principle: Whatever money is designated for a sin- 
offering or for a guilt-offering, its leftover money must be used 
for a free-will offering. The leftover money from what one set aside 
to purchase a burnt-offering that he owes, due to a vow or to vol- 
unteering, must be used for another burnt-offering" that he will 
bring in the future. The leftover money from what one set aside to 
purchase fine flour for a meal-offering must be used for another 
meal-offering. The leftover money from what one set aside to 
purchase a peace-offering must be used for another peace- offering. 


The leftover money from what one set aside to purchase a lamb 
for his Paschal lamb is not used for another Paschal lamb, such as 
for the following year. Rather, it is used for purchasing a peace- 
offering. The leftover money from what one set aside to purchase 
sacrifices for a number of nazirites must be used to purchase sacri- 
fices for other nazirites."" The leftover money from what a single 
nazirite’ set aside for his own offering must be used for a free-will 
offering. 


NOTES 


Its leftover money must be used for free-will offerings - 
TIN Win: The Gemara explains that Jehoiada the High Priest 
established this principle in the days of King Jehoash and 
for this purpose thirteen collection horns were set up in the 
Temple (Jemura 23b). 


The leftover money from a burnt-offering must be used for 
another burnt-offering - mod aby ‘nin: If one has enough 

money left to buy another animal as a burnt-offering, he must 
buy another animal. If he has only enough for a pigeon or 
urtledove, he must buy one of those. If he has even less than 

hat, he must keep the money until he decides to bring another 
burnt-offering, and he then add this money to the sum he in- 
ends to use to buy his offering to buy a more valuable animal 

Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). 


The leftover money from nazirites must be used for other 
nazirites — oh mma anin: Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura explains 
hat if money was collected for a nazirite’s offerings and some 
was left over, he must keep it until it can be used to buy sacri- 
fices for other nazirites. It is written in Tosefot Yom Tov that this 


applies only when the money was not set aside for specific 
nazirites, since if it was set aside for specific nazirites it has the 
status of money that was left over from the sacrifices of one 
nazirite (see Tiferet Yisrael). 


The leftover money from nazirites. ..a nazirite — DY IN 
vi: The Torah (Numbers 6) explains that a nazirite who be- 
came ritually impure during the days of his nazirite vow must 
bring a sheep as a guilt-offering; a bird, pigeon, or turtle-dove 
as a sin-offering; and another bird as a burnt-offering. If a 
nazirite completed the days of his vow in purity, he brings a 
sheep as a burnt-offering; a ewe as a sin-offering; a ram as a 
peace-offering; as well as a meal-offering of unleavened cakes 
and wafers. The mishna is discussing a situation where a large 
sum of money was set aside for the sacrifices of a nazirite, 
and it was then discovered that more money than necessary 
had been collected. The mishna differentiates between a case 
where money was collected for a number of poor nazirites 
and a case where one nazirite collected money for his own 
sacrifices. 
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GEMARA Rabbi Yosei said: While I was still there, in Baby- 
lonia, I heard the voice of Rav Yehuda ask his teacher Shmuel: If 
one set aside his shekel and died" before he contributed it to the 

Temple treasurer, what is to be done with this money? Shmuel said 

to him: It must be allocated for communal free-will offerings. 
Rabbi Yosei asked: If a High Priest set aside money to purchase fine 

flour for his meal-offering and then discovered that he had sepa- 
rated more than was necessary, what should be done with the left- 
over money from his tenth of an ephah?" Shmuel answered that 
this is a matter of dispute, as Rabbi Yohanan said that he must cast 
it into the Dead Sea"? and dispose of it there. Rabbi Elazar said it 
must be allocated for communal free-will offerings. 


The Gemara comments. The mishna disagrees with Rabbi Yoha- 
nan, as it is taught: The leftover money from the shekel is non- 
sacred property. However, with regard to the leftover money from 
the tenth of an ephah, the leftover money from the pairs of birds 
of a zav and from the pairs of birds of a zava, the leftover money 
from the pairs of birds of a woman after childbirth, from sin-of- 
ferings and guilt-offerings, all of this leftover money must be used 
for free-will offerings. The mishna did not distinguish between 
different types of meal- offerings, so the High Priest’s meal-offering 
must also be included. However, according to the mishna, its left- 
over money is used for a free-will offering and not cast into the Dead 
Sea, as Rabbi Yohanan requires. 


The Gemara asks: What does Rabbi Yohanan do with the mishna? 
The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yohanan explains that it is not referring 
to the leftover money of a High Priest’s meal-offering. Rather, it is 
referring to the leftover money of the tenth of an ephah of the 
meal-offering ofa sinner’ among the entire Jewish people. Every- 
one agrees that the leftover money of this type of meal-offering must 
be used for a free-will offering; however, the leftover money of a 
High Priest’s meal-offering is cast into the Dead Sea. 


The Dead Sea - nban a: The expression Dead Sea can some- 
times apply to any of the saltwater seas, as opposed to freshwa- 
ter lakes, but it usually refers specifically to the Dead Sea, also 
referred to in Talmudic sources as the Sea of Sodom. Any object 
from which it is prohibited to derive benefit may be thrown 
into the Dead Sea, since there are no fishermen or people who 
will come to retrieve items thrown into it. It is also possible that 
due to the high density of salt in the Dead Sea, objects thrown 
into it become rusty and decayed in a short period of time and 


cannot be used anymore. 


Right: Ein Bokek at the Dead Sea 
Below: Panoramic view of the southern part of the Dead Sea 
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HALAKHA 


If one set aside his shekel and died - nay bpv wan: 
If one set aside his half-shekel and died, the half-shekel 
must be placed in the collection horn for free-will offerings, 
in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shekalim 3:12). 


NOTES 


His tenth of an ephah - by AD XT Dw: The commen- 
taries maintain that the tenth of an ephah mentioned here 
relates to the meal-offering of the High Priest. It is a positive 
mitzva by Torah law that the High Priest sacrifice one-tenth 
of an ephah of fine flour each day as a meal-offering, half 
of it in the morning with the daily morning offering and 
half in the afternoon with the daily afternoon offering. This 
meal-offering is also known as the meal offering of havitin, 
or havitei kohen gadol. 

Rabbi Yosei’s question with regard to this particular 
meal-offering stems from the fact that the solutions men- 
ioned in the mishna pertaining to other consecrated items 
would not apply to the meal-offering of the High Priest. It is 
impossible to use this leftover amount for a meal-offering 
brought by the High Priest on another day, since there is a 
separate obligation to bring a meal-offering each day, and 
herefore the money and fine flour set aside for one day's 
meal-offering are not valid for use for the next day's offering. 
Additionally, the High Priest cannot use this leftover money 
o add to the amount of fine flour in the current day's offer- 
ing, since the amount was fixed by the Torah at one-tenth of 
an ephah and no more (see Rashi on Menahot 108a) Even as 
a free-will offering, it cannot be used, since only the leftover 
money of sin-offerings and guilt-offerings may be used for 
this purpose (Rash Sirilio). 


He must cast it into the Dead Sea - noan o) aay: One 
does not need to go specifically to the Dead Sea, as any sea 
is valid for this purpose. The purpose of this halakha is to 
ensure that people do not find the consecrated items and 
unwittingly benefit from them. The same rule applies to all 
items that must be destroyed, such as idols. A similar idea 
emerges from the Rambam’s words, as he refers to all salt- 
water seas as the Dead Sea, in contrast to freshwater lakes. 


The meal-offering of a sinner — yin nny: The meal- 
offering of a sinner comes in place of a sin-offering for those 
sacrifices that can be brought as sliding-scale offerings, 
meaning that one can bring the offering according to his 
means. If one is wealthy he brings a sheep, if he is poor he 
may bring a bird as a sin-offering, and if he is indigent he 
may bring a meal-offering. According to this interpretation 
of the Gemara, Rabbi Yohanan, who explained the mishna 
as referring to the meal-offering of a sinner, is discussing 
an indigent person who brings a meal-offering to atone 
for himself. 
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NOTES 


The Paschal lamb is transformed and designated as a peace- 
offering - onby o> manwa noa: This ruling of the Babylonian 
Sages is referring to a Paschal lamb that was not slaughtered at its 
proper time. The proper time for slaughtering the Paschal lamb is 
from midday on the fourteenth of Nisan until nightfall. Ifa Paschal 
lamb is slaughtered as a Paschal lamb before its proper time, it is 
disqualified. If it is slaughtered not as a Paschal lamb, either before 
or after its proper time, it has the status of a peace-offering, even 
if one slaughtered it with the intention that it be a burnt-offering. 
There is a dispute among the tanna‘im in the Mishna with regard 
to a Paschal lamb that was slaughtered not in accordance with 
its designation on the morning of the fourteenth (Zevahim nb). 

Some commentaries differentiate between a Paschal lamb 
offered after its proper time and a Paschal lamb offered before its 
proper time. Since the former can no longer be a Paschal lamb, 
it automatically has the status of a peace-offering, even if it was 
sacrificed with no specific intention. However, since the latter is 
still a candidate to be a Paschal lamb, it is disqualified unless it was 
sacrificed with specific intention to be some other sacrifice. This 
intention is required to remove its status as a Paschal lamb (Tosefot 
Tukh on Zevahim 2a). 


A guilt-offering, which may come from only rams — iyxw OWN 
aba pbx ya xy xa: There are six types of guilt- offerings: 

A “guilt- offering for robbery, a guilt-offering for unwitting ben- 
efit from consecrated property, a guilt-offering for a designated 

maidservant, the guilt-offering of a nazirite, the guilt-offering for 
a leper, and a conditional guilt-offering. All of these come from 
male sheep, and in most of them the Torah explicitly specifies 
that one must bring a ram, except for the guilt-offerings of a leper 
and a nazirite for which a sheep is mentioned. Wherever a sheep 
is required, it means a sheep in its first year, whereas a ram is one 
in its second year (see Mishna, Para 1:3). 


Fully grown ram 
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Rabbi Yosei said: On this point Abba bar Ba raised a difficulty. 
As they, the Sages of Babylonia, said: From where is it derived 
that an animal that was designated for use as the Paschal lamb, 
ab initio, and was ultimately slaughtered before its proper time 
as a peace-offering is valid, as it is transformed and designated 
as a peace-offering?" The verse states: “If his offering for the 
sacrifice of the peace-offering is from the flock” (Leviticus 
3:6). This verse indicates that any offering that comes from the 
flock, i.e., sheep or goats, may come as a peace-offering. The 
verse is referring to a Paschal lamb, about which it is written: 
“You shall take it from the sheep or from the goats” (Exodus 12:5), 
and it must refer to one that was offered before its proper time; 
however, if it were offered on the eve of Passover as a peace- 
offering it would clearly be an invalid. 


Rabbi Abba bar Ba raised an objection with regard to this 
source: A burnt-offering also comes from the flock, and yet its 
leftover money is not used for a peace-offering; it is used for a 
burnt-offering. The Gemara answers: The verse is referring to 
items that may come only from the flock; this excludes burnt- 
offerings, which may come even from cattle, as it is written: 
“From the cattle or from the flock you may bring your offering” 
(Leviticus 1:2). 


Rabbi Abba bar Ba raised another objection: A guilt-offering 
comes only from the flock, and the mishna taught that its left- 
over money is used for a free-will offering. However, according 
to this explanation, it too should be able to be sacrificed as a 
peace-offering. Rabbi Bun bar Kahana said that the phrase 
“From the flock” indicates that which comes from all kinds in 
the flock, i.e., sheep and goats. This excludes a guilt-offering, 


which may come from only rams." 


The Gemara challenges Rabbi Bun. In every other place you say 
that the word from comes to exclude items from a particular 
category, and here you say that the word from comes to include 
the Paschal lamb, as “from” indicates all kinds of animals that 
can be considered part of a flock. The Gemara answers. Rabbi 
Mana said: In this verse too, “from” comes to exclude. One 
exclusion is that the Paschal lamb may not come from a lamb 
that is two years old, but rather from a lamb that is in its first 
year. There is an additional exclusion that a Paschal lamb may 
not come from a female animal, but only from a male. Accord- 
ingly, Rabbi Bun bar Kahana’s explanation that the verse: “If his 
offering is from the flock” is referring to the Paschal lamb, as it 
may come from any of the animals of the flock, is not based on 
the word “from” but rather on the superfluous letter heh, which 
adds the definite article to the phrase “the flock,’ as opposed to 
the verse simply writing “a flock.’ 


Rabbi Mana adds: And furthermore, even if Rabbi Bun bar 
Kahana would interpret the verse “If his offering is from the 
flock” with regard to a guilt-offering and not to a Paschal lamb, 
the word “from” would also come to exclude. It would teach 
that guilt-offerings may come only from rams and not from 
goats or female sheep. 


Rabbi Abba bar Ba raised another objection on the source of 
the Babylonian Sages. Isn’t it written: “If his offering is from 
the flock, whether from the sheep or from the goats for a 
burnt-offering” (Leviticus 1:10)? According to your opinion, 
this verse could just as easily be interpreted to indicate that in 
the case of any offering that comes from sheep or from goats, 
the leftover money must be used for a burnt-offering. However, 
if so, the leftover money of the Paschal lamb, which may come 
from sheep or from goats, must then come as a burnt-offering 
and not as a peace-offering. What indication is there that the 
concerning a peace-offering is the preferred one? 
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The Gemara answers. Rabbi Avun said: An item that is designated 

for eating, e.g., the Paschal lamb, which is eaten by its owners, may 
be transformed into another item that is designated for eating, e.g., 
a peace-offering. However, an item that is designated for eating, like 

the Paschal lamb, may not be transformed into another item that 

is not designated for eating, such as the burnt-offering, which is 

completely consumed on the altar. Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Bun said 

another answer: The status of offerings of minor sanctity may be 

transformed and designated as other sacrifices of minor sanctity. 
Therefore, the Paschal lamb, which is of minor sanctity, can be trans- 
formed and designated as a peace-offering, which is also of minor 
sanctity. However, the status of offerings of minor sanctity may not 
be transformed and designated as offerings of the most sacred 

order, such as a burnt-offering. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: On this point, Rabbi Hanina raised an issue 
that they, the Sages of Babylonia, said that the status of a Paschal 
lamb that is not offered at the proper time is not transformed and 
designated as a peace-offering, unless it was slaughtered as a 
peace-offering; but if it was slaughtered for another offering, such 
as a burnt-offering, it is disqualified. However, I say that even if 
he slaughtered it as a burnt-offering, it may be transformed and 
designated as a peace-offering. 


Rabbi Ila said: The reason, i.e., the source, for the opinion of 
Rabbi Hanina quoted by Rabbi Yohanan is the redundancy in the 
verse, as it is written: “If his offering for the sacrifice of the peace- 
offering is from the flock” (Leviticus 3:6). It could have simply 
written: If his offering of the peace-offering is from the flock. The 
extra phrase “for the sacrifice” indicates that a Paschal lamb slaugh- 
tered as any kind of offering, including a burnt-offering, it comes 
to be a peace-offering. 


The Gemara asks: According to this opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, may 
a Paschal lamb that was sacrificed as a burnt-offering be trans- 
formed and designated as a peace-offering even it was slaughtered 
with a disqualifying intention? If, during one of the services in- 
volved in an offering’s sacrifice, i.e., slaughter, receiving the blood, 
bringing it to the altar, or sprinkling it on the altar, the priest or the 
one bringing the offering entertains the thought of performing any 
of the other services or eating the offering at a time that is unfit, the 
offering is thereby invalidated [piggul]. 


The Gemara asks: How was it done? If one slaughtered the Paschal 
lamb as a burnt- offering in order to sprinkle the blood the follow- 
ing day, in any case, whether it is transformed and designated as a 
burnt-offering or as a peace-offering it is disqualified. The intention 
to sprinkle the blood at an improper time disqualifies the offering, 
so it does not matter whether it is transformed and designated as a 
peace-offering or not. The issue is whether one who eats an olive- 
bulk from the meat of this offering is liable to receive karet, like one 
who eats piggul meat, or whether he is not liable, like one who eats 
a regular disqualified offering. The principle is that an offering be- 
comes piggul only when one slaughters an otherwise valid offering 
with an intention that disqualifies it. However, when the offering is 
disqualified for some other reason, the improper intention does not 
render the offering piggul. 


Therefore, if you say that even if one offers the Paschal lamb with a 
disqualifying intention, such as to sprinkle the blood the following 
day, it is transformed and designated as a peace-offering, and if not 
for the disqualifying intention it would be a valid offering, it is 
deemed piggul and one who eats the meat is liable to receive karet. 
However, if you say that when the Paschal lamb is offered with a 
disqualifying intention, it is not transformed and designated as a 
peace- offering, since it remains a Paschal lamb and it was sacrificed 
at the wrong time, then it is simply a disqualified offering, but not 
one that is piggul. In that case, one who eats the meat is not liable 
to receive karet. This question remains unresolved. 
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If one slaughters the Paschal lamb on Passover eve as a peace- 
offering, before the proper time for the Paschal lamb, it is trans- 
formed and designated as a peace-offering, and it is valid. How- 
ever, if one slaughters it as a Paschal lamb, then it is disqualified, 
since it is not the proper time. The Gemara asks: What is the 
halakha if one slaughters it for itself and not for itself, meaning 
that at the beginning of the act of slaughtering one intends to 
slaughter it as a Paschal lamb, but at its conclusion he does so as 
a peace- offering, and it is not on Passover eve but during the rest 
of the days of the year? 


Rabbi Bun bar Hiyya said in the name of Shmuel bar Abba: 
During the rest of the year it has no name; it is not a Paschal lamb, 
as it is not its proper time, nor is it a peace-offering, as he did not 
consecrate it for that purpose ab initio. Despite this, if one slaugh- 
ters it without specifying for which offering he is doing so, it 
becomes a peace-offering. Since it has no name in that case, then, 
by the same reasoning, even if one begins to slaughter it as a 
Paschal lamb, it becomes as one who slaughters it for itself, 
a Paschal lamb, and not for itself, a peace-offering, silently, with- 
out specifying his intention, and it is valid as a peace-offering. 
Just as total silence determines that it is meant to be for a peace- 
offering, so too, the explicit change of intention at the end of the 
slaughtering is sufficient to accomplish the same. 


One of the disciples said to Rabbi Bun: If this is so, that even 
when one begins to slaughter the animal with specific intent as a 
Paschal lamb it is transformed and designated as a peace-offering, 
then even if one slaughters it for itself in order to sprinkle its 
blood not for itself, but rather for a peace-offering, it should 
become, from the first moment, as ifhe slaughtered it for itself 
and not for itself silently, and it too should be valid as a peace- 
offering. 


Rabbi Abba Mari said: What, shall we say, i.e., is it so clear, that 
when one slaughters for itself and not for itself silently, without 
specifying his intention to sprinkle the blood for a peace- offering, 
that it is considered a valid peace-offering? Or, perhaps, shall 
we say that even when one slaughters silently with the intent to 
sprinkle its blood for a peace-offering, it is as if he specified 
that he is slaughtering for the Paschal lamb, in which case it is 
transformed and designated as a peace-offering and it is disqual- 
ified? The difference is that in the previous case there is not 
one entire part of the service that is completed for the Paschal 
lamb. However, in this case, the slaughtering is completed. It 
is only the intent with regard to a later stage, i.e., the sprinkling 
of the blood, that could possibly transform it and designate it 
as a peace-offering. That is not a sufficiently compelling logical 
extension. 


The mishna taught: The leftover money gathered by the nazirite 
beyond what he needs for his offerings must be used for free-will 
offerings. On this point, Rav Hisda 


said: That is only when the nazirite’s sin-offering was sacrificed 

last, after he offered his burnt-offering and his peace-offering. 
In that case, any extra leftover money must be used for a free- 
will offering, as taught earlier in the mishna. However, if he al- 
ready brought his burnt-offering and sin-offering, and the peace- 
offering was sacrificed last, the leftover money that he set aside 

for his sacrifices must be used for a peace-offering, as with all 

leftover funds of peace-offerings. 
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Rabbi Ze’eira said: This is not so. Rather, even if the peace-offering 
was sacrificed last, there is one consistent halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai with regard to the nazirite, that the leftover mon- 
ey from that which he set aside for his nazirite offerings must be used 
for free-will offerings." 


The Gemara comments: A baraita supports this one and a different 
baraita supports that one. One baraita supports the opinion of 
Rabbi Ze’eira, as it was taught in a mishna (Me’ila 11b) that in the case 
of a nazirite who dies after he had set aside a lump sum for all his 
sacrifices, the money is to be used for free-will burnt-offerings. The 
baraita elaborates: Which coins are considered unspecified coins?" 
Any money that has money mixed in it for sin- offerings whose own- 
ers have died, as when he set aside this money he specified that it 
would be used for all of his sacrifices, including the sin-offering. And 
even if he had set aside the money for sin-offerings from the rest of 
the money designated for the offerings, all the money is considered 
unspecified money. Once the nazirite dies, the money that he set 
aside is used for free-will offerings. Apparently, this applies even if he 
brought the peace-offering last. Therefore, this is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Ze’eira. 


A baraita supports the opinion of Rav Hisda, as it was taught with 
regard to a nazirite who set aside money for his sacrifices and did not 
initially specify which coins were designated for which sacrifice, and 
then took some of that money and said: This money is designated for 
my sin- offering, and the rest is designated for the rest of my nazirite 
offerings, and he died" before actually purchasing the offerings. The 
money designated for the sin-offering must be cast into the Dead Sea. 
With regard to the rest of the money, half must be used for burnt- 
offerings and half for peace-offerings. If one used the money that was 
designated for peace-offerings and burnt-offerings for his own pur- 
poses he is guilty of misuse of consecrated property only ifhe used 
all the money, as that certainly included the money designated for a 
burnt-offering. 


However, he is not guilty of misuse of consecrated property if he 

used only some of it, as it is possible that he used only the portion of 
the money that was meant for peace-offerings; one who uses that 

money is not guilty of misuse of consecrated property, since the meat 

of a peace-offering may be eaten by the owner (Me’ila 7b). Since the 

author of this baraita did not say: If he died the money must be al- 
located for communal free-will burnt-offerings, but rather that they 
are to be used for both burnt-offerings and peace-offerings, it seems 

that he holds in accordance with Rav Hisda; once the nazirite sepa- 
rated the money for his sin-offering from the rest of the money that 

he set aside, the leftover amount may be used for a peace-offering. This 

is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ze’eira, who holds that 

all the money must be used for free-will burnt-offerings. 


Since the Gemara mentioned the halakha with regard to the leftover 
money of a nazirite’s offerings, it discusses the leftover portion of his 
meal-offering as well. Rav Hisda said: With regard to the leftover 
portion ofa nazirite’s loaves," i.e., ifthe nazirite set aside fine flour for 
his meal-offering and found that he had set aside more than was nec- 
essary, the rest of the fine flour must be left to spoil. Similarly, if he 
set aside money for his meal-offering and then found that he had set 
aside more than was necessary, he must cast the leftover money in the 
Dead Sea. 


Rabbi Yosei said: And Rav Hisda is right. You cannot offer it on its 
own, as loaves are never brought as an offering on their own; they 
are offered only along with a sheep as a burnt-offering or along with 
aram as a peace-offering. You cannot offer it with the burnt-offering 
or peace-offering belonging to another nazirite, as no offering of a 
nazirite is offered without loaves; when the other nazirite took his 
vow upon himself, he obligated himself to bring his offerings along 
with his meal-offerings from his own funds, and he has no need for 
this leftover fine flour. Therefore, one must say that the leftover por- 
tion of a nazirite’s loaves must be left to spoil, as it has no other use. 


HALAKHA 


Even if the peace-offering was sacrificed last...the 
leftover money from his nazirite offerings must be 
used for free-will offerings — „0 ow ap box 
MI AUN MAMW Via: If one sets aside money to use 
for the “offerings of a nazirite, and money is left over af- 
ter purchasing the sacrifices, he should use the leftover 
money for the offerings of other nazirites, in accordance 
with the mishna and the interpretation of Rabbi Ze’eira 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 9:1). 


This money is for my sin-offering and the rest is for the 
rest of my nazirite offerings, and he died - oxen by 
TPM yh NWT: Ifa nazirite set aside money and 
said: This money is for my sin-offering and the leftover 
money is for the rest of my nazirite offerings, and then he 
died, the money for the sin-offering is cast into the Dead 
Sea. The rest is divided, half for burnt-offerings and half for 
peace-offerings, in accordance with the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 9:6). If one derived benefit 
from all the leftover money, he is guilty of unwitting mis- 
use of consecrated property. If he derived benefit from 
only part of the money, he is not guilty, in accordance 
with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 4:3). 


NOTES 


Unspecified coins — paano niya: When a nazirite com- 
pletes the full term of his vow, he sacrifices meal-offerings 
(see next note) as well as a male lamb as a burnt-offering, 
a female lamb as a sin-offering, and a ram as a peace- 
offering. These animals can have belonged to him already 
or he can buy them for this purpose. If the nazirite sets 
aside money to purchase these offerings, this money may 
be either unspecified or specified. Unspecified money is 
that which the nazirite set aside without specifying how 
it would be divided in purchasing each of his three offer- 
ings. With specified money, he specifically designates 
sums for the burnt-offering, the sin-offering, and the 
peace-offering. 


The leftover portion of a nazirite’s loaves — samy amin 
m3: When a nazirite completes the full term of his vow, 
he must sacrifice a meal-offering and libations along with 
both his burnt-offering and his peace-offering. With the 
lamb of the burnt-offering he brings a meal-offering of 
one-tenth of an ephah of fine flour mixed with a quarter 
of a hin of oil, and a libation of a quarter of a hin of wine; 
all of these are sacrificed on the altar. With the ram of the 
peace-offering he brings a meal-offering with 6% of the 
standard one-tenth of an ephah of fine flour, from which 
he bakes ten unleavened loaves and ten wafers and pours 
a quarter-log of oil on them. After cooking the meat of 
the ram and waving the foreleg of the ram with one loaf 
of bread and one wafer, the priests eat one loaf and one 
wafer, as well as the foreleg, breast, and leg of the ram, 
which are the contribution to the priests from a peace- 
offering. The other eighteen loaves and wafers as well as 
what remains from the meat of the ram after the priests 
have taken their due are eaten by the nazirite. 
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§ When anazirite set aside wine or money to purchase wine for 
his libations and there was more than necessary, the students of 
the study hall thought to say that the halakha with regard to the 
leftover portion of his loaves and the halakha of the leftover 
portion of his libations is the same, and that the leftover por- 
tion of libations must also be left to spoil." Rabbi Yosei bar 
Rabbi Bun said: The leftover portion of libations is different, 
as it is an offering of the most sacred order and therefore must 
be allocated for communal free-will offerings. 


The Gemara comments: According to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei bar Rabbi Bun, it becomes apparent that three Rabbis 
all said the same thing: Shmuel, according to the opinion of 
Rav Hisda" with regard to the leftover portion of libations; 
Rav Hisda himself; and Rabbi Elazar all agree that the leftover 
portion of offerings of the most sacred order must be allocated 
to communal free-will offerings. 


The Gemara elaborates: The opinion of Rav Hisda is evident 
from that which we have said. Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Bun’s 
opinion that the leftover portion of libations must be allocated 
for free-will offerings is based on Rav Hisda’s opinion that only 
the leftover portion of a peace-offering is to be destroyed, but 
not the leftover portion of libations. This is due to the fact that 
they are offerings of the most sacred order. 


The opinion of Shmuel is evident, as Rabbi Yosei said: While 
I was still there, in Babylonia, I heard the voice of Rabbi 
Yehuda ask his teacher Shmuel: If one set aside his shekel and 
died before he contributed it to the Temple treasury, what is to 
be done with this money? Shmuel said to him: It must be al- 
located for communal free-will offerings. These shekels were 
used to purchase communal burnt-offerings, which are of the 
most sacred order. Therefore, it seems that the allocation of 
these shekels follows the same principle as do the offerings in- 
tended to be purchased with the shekels and the leftover money 
must be allocated for free-will offerings. 


The opinion of Rabbi Elazar is evident from that which he says 
with regard to the leftover money from the High Priest’s tenth 
of an ephah. The High Priest would offer a tenth of an ephah of 
fine flour made into griddle-cakes daily, halfin the morning and 
half in the evening. When the High Priest died during the day, 
half would be left over. The amora’im disputed what should be 
done with the leftovers: Rabbi Yohanan said: He must cast it 
into the Dead Sea. Rabbi Elazar says: It must be allocated for 
communal free-will offerings, as it is an offering of the most 
sacred order. 


HALAKHA 


The leftover portion of a nazirite’s loaves andthe leftover over portion of his libations must be allocated for free-will 
portion of his libations — »3b3 nia 13 bw ianh ania:  burnt-offerings, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
The leftover portion of a nazirite’s loaves must be left to Yosei bar Rabbi Bun (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
spoil, in accordance with opinion of Rav Hisda. The left- HaMukdashin 5:8). 


NOTES 


According to the opinion of Rav Hisda — xn 377 xp dx: corrected and explained according to the version of the 
Although the Hebrew text in the standard Vilna edition has Vilna Gaon in his glosses. 
Hiyya instead Hisda, this portion of the Gemara has been 
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HALAKHA § + MISHNA The leftover money collected 
for freeing unspecified captives must be allocated to freeing cap- 
tives. The leftover money collected for freeing a specific captive 
is given as a gift to that captive. The leftover money collected 
as charity for the poor must be allocated to the poor." The left- 
over money collected for a specific poor person is given as a gift 
to that poor person. The leftover money collected for burying 
the dead must be allocated to burying the dead. The leftover 
money collected to bury or provide burial shrouds for a particular 


deceased person is given to his heirs.’ Rabbi Meir says: It is 
uncertain what should be done, and therefore the leftover money 
for the deceased should be placed in a safe place until Elijah 
comes" and teaches what should be done. Rabbi Natan says: 
With the leftover money collected for a deceased person they 
build a monument [nefesh]™ on his grave" for him. 
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GEMARA With regard to a case where the community col- 
lected money to finance the expenses of burying a deceased 
person with the presumption that he did not have money in his 


estate to cover these expenses and it was subsequently found that 
he had money, Rabbi Yirmeya thought to say that the halakha 
should be in accordance with the first tanna in the mishna, that 
the leftover money for a deceased person is given as a gift to 
his heirs. There is no difference whether only a portion of the 
money was needed and a portion was left, or whether there was 
no need at all for the money and all of it now remains. 


The leftover money collected for a deceased person is 
given to his heirs - wow maT ania: The earlier and later 
authorities questioned the meaning of this right of the heirs to 
receive what was collected for their father. The Rema explains 
that the deceased himself does not acquire the item; rather, it 
is acquired by the charity collectors and designated in general 
for deceased people or for a particular deceased person, and 
therefore the charity collectors can acquire it for his heirs. 
Some explain that one who gives charity intends to perform 
a complete act of charity, and it is presumed that the deceased 
derives satisfaction if his heirs benefit because of him (Hazon 
Ish). Another authority suggests that people do not intend to 
give to the deceased himself, but that they transfer the rights 
to the money to the heirs in order to enable them to take 
care of burying the deceased. Therefore, whatever remains 
automatically belongs to the heirs (7zafnat Pane‘ah). 


Until Elijah comes - amr saw tw: This concept has a de- 
fined meaning in the halakha. The idea appears initially in the 
book of Ezra, where items of doubtful status are left “until a 
priest will stand with the Urim VeTummim" (Ezra 2:63). Elijah 
will come not to establish new halakhot, but rather to clarify 
doubtful issues for which there is insufficient proof to reach 
a clear solution. 


Monument [nefesh] - w93: In the Arukh it is explained that 
this is referring to the tombstone on top of a grave. Some 
explain that the tombstone is called a nefesh, literally, a soul, 
since this is the residence of the soul, which rests atop the 
gravestone (Melekhet Shlomo). However, others say that this 
is referring to an edifice built on top of the grave where the 
guardian of the graveyard resides (Rashi and Josafot on Eiruvin 
55b; Radbaz, Responsa 243). 


The leftover money collected for a deceased person is giv- 
en to his heirs. ..the leftover money...should be placed in 
a safe place until Elijah comes...they build a monument 
on his grave for him — 19 Ma K7)... nin.. ews Dam ania 
nap by wab pata..amdx Kaw: The Gemara (Sanhedrin 48a) 


explains the conflicting opinions in the mishna in two ways, 
one in accordance with the opinion of Abaye and the other in 
accordance with the opinion of Rava. The matter depends on 
another dispute between Abaye and Rava regarding whether 
designation is significant or not: Does the fact that one merely 
designates a certain item for a particular purpose have hala- 
khic relevance as if it were actually used for that purpose? 
The relevance of that dispute to this discussion is whether 
what was designated for a deceased person is considered as 
if it were already used for that person, in which case its use is 
prohibited, as are other items of the deceased, or whether it is 
not considered as if it were used. Abaye holds that everyone 
agrees that designation is significant, and therefore he ex- 
plains the dispute as follows: The first tanna maintains that the 
prohibition applies to whatever befits the deceased, whereas 
whatever does not befit him, such as an item that is beyond 
his needs, is not prohibited. In that case, if any money remains, 
it should therefore rightfully belong to the heirs. Rabbi Meir is 
in doubt whether the prohibition applies to such items, and 
therefore he says that one should not touch the money unti 
Elijah comes and decides the issue. Rabbi Natan, however, 
holds that the prohibition applies to all items, even those tha 
are not required for the deceased, and therefore they mus 
build a monument over his grave with the money. 

Rava holds that everyone agrees that designation is no 
significant and the money which was collected is not prohib- 
ited. He explains the dispute in the following way: The firs 
tanna holds that receiving money from the public for one’s 
burial needs is degrading, and that one would only have been 
willing to accept this if the leftover money that was collected 
for him will go to his heirs. Rabbi Meir is in doubt whether the 
deceased would have agreed for this reason, and therefore the 
money should not be given to the heirs. Rabbi Natan holds 
that the deceased would not willing to be degraded in this 
manner unless all the money collected, including the leftover 
portion, is used for his benefit. Therefore, the leftover money 
may not be given to his heirs and instead is used to build a 
monument over his grave. 


The leftover money collected for captives, for the poor -— 
Dey O93 NW: Surplus funds collected for a specific person 
are allocated to that person: If money was collected to supply 
he basic needs of a particular poor person and more than 
necessary was collected, the leftover amount belongs to him. 
f money was collected to free a particular captive, any leftover 
unds are given to that captive. If money was collected from the 
public for a particular deceased person, the surplus belongs to 
his heirs, in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna. In 
contrast, money that was collected for a specific cause but not 
or a particular person must remain dedicated to that cause: 
Leftover funds collected as charity are designated as charity 
and may not be used for anything but supplying the needs of 
he poor. If money was collected to free unspecified captives, 
he leftover funds may be used to free captives and for no 
other purpose. Funds collected to see to the needs of unspeci- 
fied deceased people may be used only for that purpose, in 
accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Mattenot Aniyyim 9:18; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 253:6, 356:1). 


Monument - w3): The monument was sometimes a small 
stone and sometimes a large and elaborate edifice, erected to 
commemorate a deceased person. The grave of the particular 
individual generally was situated adjacent to the monument 
built in his honor. Since the monument is only a way of marking 
and remembering the place of the grave, the Sages said that 
one does not erect monuments for righteous people, as their 
words commemorate them sufficiently. 


Monument in Jerusalem known as Yad Avshalom, which is in fact a nefesh 
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LANGUAGE 
Bring yourself [hagga atzmekha] - Waxy yait: This term is 
probably a variation of the Hebrew hogga atzmekha, meaning a 
command to exert oneself, i.e., to endeavor more to understand 
a point. 


Leaders [parnasim] - 09379: The source of the word parnas is 
unclear. Some suggested that it is an extension of the root paras, 
meaning to divide or give out. Others say that its source is the 
Greek word mpdvooc, pronoos, meaning careful or prudent. This 
root is also the source of the Greek word zpovontns, pronoètès, 
meaning supervisor or administrator, which is close to the mean- 
ing of the word in our sources. 


BACKGROUND 


Spraying - anon: In the time of the Talmud they would employ 
various methods to remove unpleasant odors and create a 
pleasant aroma. One method was to use incense, and another 
involved spraying wine. For this purpose they would use special 
wines with a particularly pungent smell. Among the wealthy and 
the more delicate, it is related that this spraying was considered 
so important that a person might spend more money on wine 
for spraying than on wine for drinking. 


HALAKHA 

One does not protest against the leaders — D°D319 Wa pran px: 
Although the Sages said that the leftover money collected for a 
poor person belongs to him and the leftover money collected 
for freeing a captive belongs to him, in exigent circumstances 
charity collectors have the right to use the money for another 
purpose, in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 9:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 253:6). 
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Rabbi Idi of Hutra said to him: Bring yourself [hagga atzmekha]' 
to consider the matter and you will see that the two cases are not 
similar, as surely the townspeople intended to contribute their 
money only for him, for the deceased. They do not mind if the heirs 
receive any extra money, as it is difficult to collect precisely the right 
amount for the burial. However, had they known that their money 
would not be used for the burial at all, and that the entire amount 
would be given to the heirs, they presumably would not have ini- 
tially agreed to contribute. Rabbi Yirmeya said in response to Rab- 
bi Idi of Hutra: I didn’t say that this was the definitive halakha, as 
I merely suggested what I think should be done. However, from 
where do you derive the distinction you are making? The Gemara 
leaves the issue unresolved. 


§ It was taught in the name of Rabbi Natan: With the leftover 
money that was collected for burying a deceased person a monu- 
ment is built on his grave, and wine is bought for spraying® over 
his bier to make a pleasant odor. 


The mishna teaches that the leftover money for freeing a specific 
captive or for the support ofa particular poor person is given to that 
person. Similarly, it was taught in a baraita: One may not redeem 
a captive with money that was collected for another captive. Sim- 
ilarly, one may not purchase a garment for one poor person with 
charity collected to to purchase a garment for a different poor 
person. Nonetheless, one does not protest against the leaders 
[parnasim]' of the community about this if they choose to do so 
in exigent circumstances. 


After discussing building a monument for a deceased person, the 
Gemara adds that it was taught in a baraita that Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel says: One does not construct monuments for the 
graves of righteous people." The purpose of a monument is to re- 
member the dead person, and Torah scholars do not need a monu- 
ment, as their words of Torah that continue to be taught are their 
memorial." 


NOTES 


One does not construct monuments for the graves of 
righteous people — oprayd niwa pwiy pre: When Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel said that one should not erect monu- 
ments for the righteous, he was referring only to possible 
benefits for the deceased. Since the righteous are not forgot- 
ten after their death, as their words perpetuate their memory, 
and they also do not need atonement, they have no need for 
a grave monument. However, another function of building 
grave monuments for righteous people is so that the living 
may know where a righteous person is buried and may pray 
here on their own behalf. 

Cited in the responsa Ketav Sofer (Yoreh De'a 178) is the 
speech the author delivered when the building erected over 
he tomb of his father, Rabbi Moshe Sofer, was completed. 
n the speech he asked: Why is it appropriate to spend large 
sums of money erecting this structure? Doesn't this indicate 
hat my father was not righteous and that his words will not 
serve as a memorial to him? He answered that there is a dual 
purpose in building a grave monument. First, it is for the 


sake of the soul of the deceased who is buried there, so that 
people will not forget to pray for him and help improve his 
standing in the World-to-Come. Second, the monument is 
for the sake of those people who want to pray for themselves 
at the grave of a righteous person; the tombstone on the 
grave enables them to know the place where the righteous 
person is buried. 

A later authority writes that nowadays it is customary to 
erect a tombstone even over the graves of Torah scholars, as 
this is one of the halakhot applying to Torah scholars that is 
not practiced in our time (/ggerot Moshe, Yoreh De'a 3:154). 


Their words are their memorial — 13591 17 17 OFS: The 
Gemara (Bava Metzia 85b) records that Reish Lakish used 
to mark the graves of righteous people. Rav Ya'akov Emden 
explains that he marked only those particular graves and 
not all graves, since all the other graves had tombstones on 
them. Only the graves of the righteous, which did not have 


tombstones over them, required distinctive marking. 
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Rabbi Yohanan’ was walking while leaning on the shoulder of 
Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba, and Rabbi Eliezer’ was watching him 
and hiding from him. Rabbi Yohanan said: This Babylonian 
has done two improper things to me. One, he didn’t inquire 
after my welfare; and another, he is hiding from me, as though 
he doesn’t want to speak with me. Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi? tried 
to placate Rabbi Yohanan and said to him: This is the custom 
among them, i.e., among Babylonians. The small, less promi- 
nent people do not inquire after the welfare of great, promi- 
nent people; they only respond to them. That is the reason he 
did not inquire after your welfare. Their custom is to fulfill that 
which is written in the verse: “The young men saw me and hid 
themselves, and the aged rose up and stood” (Job 29:8). 


When Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi saw that Rabbi Yohanan was not 
mollified, he said to him: What is the halakha with regard 
to passing in front of the Adura statue? Does that fall into 
the category of giving honor to idolatry? Rabbi Yohanan said 
to him: What honor are you giving it by merely passing in 
front of it? You could pass in front of it and blind its eyes, 
meaning that you could pass in front of it and insult it. Rabbi 
Ya'akov bar Idi said to him: If so, Rabbi Eliezer was right not 
to pass in front of you, since ifhe had passed in front of you but 
maintained the custom of Babylonians not to inquire after your 
welfare, it would have been a slight to your honor. 


Rabbi Yohanan continued: That Babylonian did something 
else wrong, in that he did not say a halakha in my name, as he 
repeated without attribution something I taught him. Rabbi 
Amiand Rabbi Asi entered. In order to appease Rabbi Yohanan 
they said to him: Rabbi, there was an incident that occurred 
in the synagogue of the weavers [tarsiyyim]," where they were 
discussing the halakhic status of a door bolt, a vertical bar that 
is affixed to the door in order to push into the ground, which 
has a knob [gelustera]' protruding at its top." 


NOTES 


Weavers [tarsiyyim] — D»D wv: The source of this word is appar- 
ently the name of the Greek city Tarsus. This city, located in Asia 
Minor, was an ancient town that later became a center of Greek 
culture and industry. The people of Tarsus were excellent artisans 
whose particular expertise was creating fine metalwork and 
weaving ornate patterns. The name of this town is the source 
for the name of various crafts, and in the language of the Sages, 
the word tarsiyyim connotes certain types of weavers, possibly 
those who used the unique methods of Tarsus, as well as certain 
types of smiths. 

In the time of the Temple there were synagogues belonging 
to particular groups of artisans, and this tradition continued 
until recent generations. Therefore, it is not surprising that there 
was a special synagogue for weavers. It is also possible that the 
synagogue belonged to Jews who originated from the city of 
Tarsus, which had a Jewish community, as the tradition of build- 
ing a synagogue for people who originated from the same place 
is also an ancient and widespread custom. 


LANGUAGE 


Knob [gelustera] - -K WDD: From the Greek KAgiotpoy, kleistron, 
meaning a bolt or anything used to lock, or the Latin claustrum, 
meaning a bolt, bar, or lock. In this context it probably refers to 
the thick end of a bolt, which can be used for locking. 


BACKGROUND 
A door bolt which has a knob [gelustera] protruding at its 
top - xpos jona ww 3): This refers to a door bolt with 
a thick, round knob at the top; with the knob it is considered 
a type of vessel. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yohanan 
one of the greatest amora’im, whose teachings are fundamental 
components of both the Babylonian Talmud and the Jerusa- 
em Talmud. He resided in Tiberias and lived to an advanced 
age. 
Rabbi Yohanan was orphaned at a young age, and although 
his family apparently owned considerable property, he spent 
virtually all of his resources in his devotion to the study of Torah, 
and he eventually became impoverished. In his youth, he had 
he privilege of studying under Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the redac- 
or of the Mishna, but most of his Torah study was accomplished 
under Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s students: Hizkiya ben Hiyya, Rabbi 
Oshaya, Rabbi Hanina, and Rabbi Yannai, who lavished praise 
upon him. In time, he became the head of the yeshiva in Tibe- 
rias, at which point his fame and influence increased greatly. 
For a long time Rabbi Yohanan was the leading rabbinic scholar 
in the entire Jewish world, not only in Eretz Yisrael but in Ba- 
bylonia as well, where he was respected by the Babylonian 
Sages. Many of them immigrated to Eretz Yisrael to become his 
students. 
A master of both halakha and aggada, Rabbi Yohanan’s 
teachings in both disciplines are found throughout both the 
Babylonian Talmud and the Jerusalem Talmud. As a testament 
to his intellectual and spiritual stature, the halakha is in ac- 
cordance with his opinion in almost every case, even when 
Rav or Shmuel, the preeminent amora’im of Babylonia, whom 


— pam» 3: This is Rabbi Yohanan bar Nappaha, he 


reated deferentially, disagree with him. Only in disputes 
with his teachers in Eretz Yisrael, such as Rabbi Yannai and 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, is the halakha not in accordance 
with his opinion. 

Rabbi Yohanan was renowned for being handsome, and 
much was said in praise of his good looks. We know that his life 
was full of suffering. Ten of his sons died in his lifetime. 

There is a geonic tradition that one of his sons was the Baby- 
onian amora Rabbi Mattana, who did not predecease him. The 
death of Rabbi Yohanan's disciple-colleague and brother-in- 
aw, Reish Lakish, for which he considered himself responsible, 
hastened his own death. 
Rabbi Yohanan had many students. In fact, all the amora’im 
of Eretz Yisrael in succeeding generations were his students and 
benefited from his teachings, to the extent that he is considered 
he author of the Jerusalem Talmud. His greatest students were 
his brother-in-law Reish Lakish, Rabbi Elazar, Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Abba, Rabbi Abbahu, Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina, Rabbi Ami, and 
Rabbi Asi. 


Rabbi Elazar — avis 19: In the Gemara, citations of Rabbi 
Elazar with no patronymic refer to Rabbi Elazar ben Pedat, a 
second-generation amora in Eretz Yisrael. In many cases his 
name is referred to as Rabbi Eliezer as in the Gemara here, but 
this is probably a textual corruption. He was born in Babylonia, 
where he was a student of both Rav and Shmuel. In his youth 


he immigrated to Eretz Yisrael, where he married. In Eretz Yisrael, 
he became one of Rabbi Yohanan's most important students. 
The connection between them was so close that at times the 
Gemara raises a contradiction between the statement of one 
and the statement of the other, under the assumption that it 
was unlikely that they would hold different opinions in matters 
of halakha. 


Rabbi Ya'akov bar Idi — 1° 33 3px? 7: Rabbi Ya'akov bar Idi 
was an amora of Eretz Yisrael and one of the most prominent 
disciples of Rabbi Yohanan. It seems that Rabbi Ya'akov bar Idi 
managed to learn Torah from the most important amora’im 
in the first generation of amora'im from Eretz Yisrael, such as 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi and others. When he became Rabbi 
Yohanan's close disciple he was already a distinguished Torah 
scholar. Some say that he was even a disciple-colleague of 
Rabbi Yohanan’s. 

Rabbi Ya'akov bar Idi was a colleague of the other disciples 
of Rabbi Yohanan, but after the latter’s death he settled in the 
city of Tyre and was considered one of the great men of his 
generation. The Sages of the following generation, both in 
Eretz Yisrael and Babylonia and in particular Rabbi Zeeira, asked 
many questions of him. 

In sources from Eretz Yisrael two sons of his are mentioned, 
Rabbi Abba and Rabbi Yosei, who were Sages of the next 
generation. 
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Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yosei disagreed about this issue 
until it reached a point that they tore up a Torah scroll in 
their anger. Before the Gemara resumes the story, it asks: 
Could it enter your mind that these Sages tore up a Torah 
scroll? Rather, it means that as each of them pulled it in his 
own direction, a Torah scroll was torn. The Gemara returns 
to the story told by Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi: There was a 
certain old man, one of the Sages, named Rabbi Yosei ben 
Kisma, and he said: I will be surprised if this synagogue 
does not become a house of idolatry, since the Sages say 
that whoever is angry should be in your eyes like an idol 
worshipper. 


The Gemara relates that although Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi 
thought that Rabbi Yohanan would be appeased after hearing 
this story disparaging anger between Torah scholars, Rabbi 
Yohanan responded and said: This is an incident between 
colleagues. How can you compare that to my situation, as 
Rabbi Eliezer is my disciple? 


Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi entered before Rabbi Yohanan and 
said to him that it is written: “As God commanded Moses 
His servant, so did Moses command Joshua and so did 
Joshua; he left nothing undone from all that God had com- 
manded Moses” (Joshua 11:15). From here it is evident that 
Joshua taught the Jewish people all of the Torah that he 
learned from Moses. Is it possible to conceive that with ev- 
ery statement that Joshua made while sitting and expound- 
ing to the Jewish people he would diligently say: Thus said 
Moses?” This does not seem plausible. 


Rather, Joshua would sit and expound, and everyone knew 
that it is the Torah of Moses. Similarly, you, Rabbi Yohanan, 
should know that Eliezer, your disciple, is sitting and ex- 
pounding before his own disciples, and although he does 

not say so explicitly, everyone knows that it is your Torah. 
Rabbi Yohanan said to Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi, who had 

tried unsuccessfully to appease him: Why is it that you do 

not know how to appease like ben Idi our colleague? 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that Rabbi Yohanan 
was so insistent that people say the halakha in his name? 
The Gemara answers: Since even King David entreated God 
with regard to this issue to have mercy on him, as it is stat- 
ed: “I will dwell in Your tent forever; I will take refuge in 
the covert of Your wings, Selah” (Psalms 61:5). Did David 
imagine that he would live and endure forever? Rather, 
this is what David said before the Holy One, Blessed be 
He: Master of the Universe, may I merit that my words will 
be said in my name in synagogues and study halls, and 
through this I will attain perpetual life for myself. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yosei ben Kisma — Xap 72 ’D1 37: Rabbi Yosei ben 
Kisma was a fifth-generation tanna, of the same generation 
as Rabbi Akiva's disciples. It appears that Rabbi Yosei ben 


Kisma lived in Tiberias, where he taught Torah to his disci- 
ples. It is known that he had a son named Rabbi Yohanan. 


There are no records of many of his halakhic teachings, but 
there are a number of aggadic sayings cited in his name in 
the Talmud and other sources. From here and from other 


places it is evident that he was considered a holy man who 
could foretell what would happen in the future, and it is 
recounted that Rabbi Hanina ben Teradyon consulted with 
him (see Avoda Zara 18a). From what he said to Rabbi Hanina 
ben Teradyon, as well as from the fact that the prominent 
people of Rome took part in his funeral (Avoda Zara 18a), 
it is apparent that he was on good terms with the Roman 
government. 
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The Gemara adds that Shimon ben Nezira said in the name of 
Rabbi Yitzhak: Every Torah scholar from whose mouth peo- 
ple quote a matter of halakha in this world, even after his death, 
his lips move along with it in the grave," as it is stated: “And 
your palate is like the best wine... moving gently the lips of 
those that sleep” (Song of Songs 7:10). Just as with regard to a 
mass of heated grapes," once a person places his finger on 
them, they immediately issue froth, as the wine bubbles up and 
moves around, so too, with regard to the lips of the righteous, 
when people quote matters of halakha from the mouths of 
the righteous, their lips move with them in the grave. 


The Gemara asks: What pleasure is there for a righteous person 
when his lips move in the grave? Shimon bar Nezira said: He 
derives pleasure like one who drinks spiced wine. Rabbi 
Yitzhak said: His pleasure is like that of one who drinks aged 
wine. Even after he drinks it, the taste of the wine remains in 
his mouth. Similarly, when a Torah scholar’s teachings are 
quoted in his name in this world, his soul in the Garden of Eden 
enjoys the feeling. 


Rabbi Giddel said: One who quotes a teaching in the name 
of the one who said it should see in his mind’s eye the author 
of the teaching as if he were standing opposite him" at that 


moment, as it is stated: “Surely man walks as a semblance” 


(Psalms 39:7). When one thinks of another by quoting the 
Torah he taught, one should visualize the image or semblance 
of that person. 


On a related note, the Gemara continues. It is written: “Most 
men will proclaim every man his own goodness” (Proverbs 
20:6). This is referring to all other people, meaning that most 
people will quote another person's Torah thoughts without at- 
tributing them to their author. However, the verse continues: 
“But a faithful man who can find?” That is, who is faithful and 
accurate in reporting others’ teachings? This is referring to 
Rabbi Ze’eira, who took great care to maintain the accuracy of 
the tradition. As Rabbi Ze’eira said: We need not concern 
ourselves with the traditions of Rav Sheshet,’ as he is an 
open-eyed man, a euphemism for a blind person. Since he 
could not see his master’s face while studying with him, it is 
possible that he did not report his master’s words accurately. 


The Gemara relates another incident that illustrates Rabbi 
Zeeira’s concern with the accurate conveyance of tradition. 
Rabbi Ze’eira said to Rabbi Asi: Did the Rabbi, i.e., Rabbi Asi, 
know bar Petayya, that you quote teachings in his name? 
Rabbi Asi said to him: I heard them from Rabbi Yohanan who 
said them in his name. Rabbi Ze’eira said to Rabbi Asi: Did 
the Rabbi, i.e., Rabbi Asi, know Rav, that you quote teachings 
in his name? He said to him: I heard them from Rabbi Adda 
bar Ahava, who said them in his name. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Sheshet — nww 31: A prominent third-generation Babylo- 
nian amora, Rav Sheshet was the foremost student of Rav Huna, 
even though he also served and studied under the rest of the 
Sages of that generation. Rav Sheshet was famous for his unsur- 
passed expertise in baraitot. Many of the Sages of the generation 
came to learn from him, as they knew that his teachings were 


always based on early sources. 


In his later years Rav Sheshet became blind. He remained 
involved in all aspects of life and was a frequent visitor to the 
house of the Exilarch. He was characterized as extremely force- 
ful and hard as steel, and he did not defer even to eminent 
world leaders. 

Rav Sheshet was apparently a garment merchant who 
earned enough to live comfortably. 


NOTES 


His lips move with it in the grave - tay nivnin ynow 
Japa: In a number of parallel statements in the Babylonian 
Talmud the expression: Speak in the grave, appears (Yeva- 
mot 97a; Bekhorot 31b). The meaning is that the individual 
at that point is living in two worlds, as his soul is in the 
upper realms, while his lips speak in the grave (Tosafot on 
Yevamot 96b). The commentaries ask how it is possible to 
say that a person's lips move in the grave, as his entire body 
disintegrates over time. Some explain that as a metaphor 
illustrating that when people report the words of a Torah 
scholar in his name, it is as if he were alive and speaking at 
that moment (See lyyun Ya'akov on Yevamot 96b). Others 
explain that it is referring not to the physical body of the 
deceased, but to the power of speech with which his soul 
is endowed, which remains after his death just like the 
soul itself (Maharal, Hiddushei Aggadot on Yevamot 96b). 
Put differently, his spiritual image, which according to the 
Zohar remains connected to a person's grave, has lips, which 
continue to speak (Arukh LaNer on Yevamot 96b). 


A mass of heated grapes - w339 bw ‘watz: This refers to 
a heap of grapes that was left to undergo the process of 
fermentation, which is a process similar to cooking. 


Should see the author of the teaching as if he were 
standing opposite him - miy tx mynny bya ayy 
igh: Some commentaries explain that if one envisions 
his teacher before him when he reports his teachings, he 
will treat them more seriously (Rash Sirilio). Others say that 
this is the proper method of Torah study, as one needs to 
observe one’s teacher when he is teaching him Torah, as it is 
written: “And your eyes shall perceive your teacher” (Isaiah 
30:20). Another authority explains that a person's words 
can sometimes be understood in different ways, and it is 
possible to comprehend his true intent only by observing 
his expressions as he speaks, such as the way he moves his 
lips or blinks his eyes (Maharsha on Horayot 12a). 
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Having mentioned a verse in which David expressed a wish that 
after his death people would say teachings in his name in this 
world, the Gemara cites other requests by David. There is no 
generation without scoffers. In David’s generation, what 
would the ridiculers of his generation do, when they heard 
that David was not permitted to build the Temple and only his 
son Solomon would merit to build it? They would go near 
David's windows and say to him: David, David, when will the 
Temple be built? When will we be able to say: “Let us go to 
the House of the Lord” (Psalms 122:1) as David himself had 
requested? 


And David would respond with a kind of oath: Even though 
they intend to anger me, may evil come upon me if I do not 
rejoice in their words, as I too want the Temple to be built soon, 
even if it means that I must leave this world before my time, as 
it is written: “I rejoiced when they said to me: Let us go to 
the House of the Lord” (Psalms 122:1). When David said this, 
God answered him: “When your days are fulfilled and you will 
sleep with your fathers” (11 Samuel 7:12). This verse indicates 
that this is what the Holy One, Blessed be He, said to David: 
I reckon full days for you and not deficient days, i.e., I will 
not deduct any days from your life. Won’t Solomon, your son, 
build the Temple only in order to sacrifice communal offer- 
ings? The righteousness and justice that you perform are 
more pleasant to me than offerings, as it is stated: “To per- 
form righteousness and justice is more acceptable to the 
Lord than an offering” (Proverbs 21:3). 
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This chapter dealt with two main topics that are somewhat connected. The first is 
the issue of shekels that were contributed to the Temple, which for some reason did 
not reach the Temple chamber. The basic conclusion of the Gemara is that in order 
to fulfill one’s obligation of contributing the half-shekel, it does not suffice merely 
to contribute the money. Rather, one is held responsible until the funds actually 
reach the Temple. If they did not, whether due to negligence or to events beyond 
one’s control, one must contribute the shekel again so that the funds can be used 
for their intended purpose. Additionally, the Gemara deals with situations where 
a shekel may have been delivered but in a manner that is inappropriate, e.g., where 
one contributes another’s shekel on his own behalf or contributes money that does 
not belong to him, such as consecrated funds. The halakha in such a case is that this 
individual must contribute the money in the proper manner, i.e., on behalf of the 
original contributor or for himself, but with non-sacred money. 


The other general topic, which comprised the majority of the chapter, is that of sur- 
plus funds collected for a designated purpose. In the case of shekels, does the fact that 
money was collected as half-shekel contributions to the Temple render it consecrated 
property, or must it be returned to its owners? The same sort of question arises with 
regard to money collected for various mitzvot, such as redeeming captives, clothing 
the poor, or burying the dead. Such funds are endowed with a kind of consecrated 
status, limiting their use. The halakha in each case differs: With regard to shekels, the 
surplus funds are clearly non-sacred property. Leftover money that was collected 
for offerings is consecrated and must be used for various kinds of free-will offer- 
ings. Surplus funds collected for charity or freeing captives must be used for other 
poor people or for freeing other captives. However, if the money was collected for 
a particular poor person or for a particular captive ab initio, the remaining money is 
deemed a gift of sorts and belongs to that individual. 


Additional discussion dealt with leftover money that was collected in order to pay 
for a particular person's funeral. The Gemara entertains various options, including 
giving the money to the deceased’s heirs and using the money to enhance his grave 
by erecting a tombstone or the like. In any event, there are limitations on the use of 
surplus funds that were collected accidentally, and they cannot be disbursed merely 
at the discretion of those who collected them. 


This chapter also contains some aggadic passages, among them those addressing the 
proper attribution of statements of Sages to their authors, so as not to deprive them 
of the honor or reward that is their due, be it in this world or the next. 
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This chapter deals primarily with the ceremony of the collection of the chamber. In 
this ceremony, through which the shekels collected were allocated for use in the 
Temple, a priest entered the chamber in which the shekels were stored and set aside 
a portion of them by collecting them in baskets. The money in the baskets was used 
for the needs of the Temple, particularly for the purchase of communal sacrifices. 


The Gemara discusses some of the practical issues involved. It details the occasions 
during the year when this ceremony was performed, the size and number of the 


baskets, and the specific baskets from which money was subsequently withdrawn. 


Additionally, there is a discussion of the halakhot that govern the behavior of the 
priest who actually performs the ceremony and puts the shekels into the baskets. As 
the ceremony was performed by a solitary individual, precautions had to be taken to 
ensure that his integrity not come under suspicion. 


Introduction to 
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HALAKHA 1. MISHNA On three occasions during 
the year the ceremony of the collection of the Temple treasury 
chamber is performed." During the ceremony, a priest enters 
the treasury chamber with three containers, lifts up [torem] 
some of the coins, and places them in the containers. These 
funds, known as the collection of the chamber, are used to 
purchase animals for communal offerings and other needs of 
the Temple. 


These three occasions are: Half a month, fifteen days, before 
Passover, on the day before the first of the month of Nisan; half 
a month before Shavuot, on or around the twentieth of Iyar; 
half a month before the festival of Sukkot, on the day before 
Rosh HaShana. 


These three days are also the due dates that were established by 
the Sages for the setting aside of animal tithes." On each of 
these days one is obligated to tithe the animals that were born 
during the intervening period, and it is prohibited for him to eat 
or sell them until he does so." This is the statement of Rabbi 


Akiva. 


AINI TVOM DWI TDK NY 3 
ANS TYPO wYD [YER ATED 


Ben Azzai says that the dates established by the Sages for the 
setting aside of animal tithes are the twenty-ninth of Adar," 


the first of Sivan, and the twenty-ninth of Av. 


The collection of the chamber is performed — nix parin 
TWYN: The question has been raised: Why did they need to 
withdraw funds at all from the Temple treasury chamber? Why 
not leave them in the chamber and withdraw them as needed 
for purchasing animals for communal offerings? One of the 
ater commentaries explains that the ceremony was necessary 
so that the communal offerings be purchased by the whole 
community. In performing the ceremony, the funds are col- 
ected not only on behalf of those whose contributions have 
already been deposited in the chamber but are also credited to 
hose whose shekels have not yet arrived. The offerings then 
purchased can thus be understood to belong to everyone 
(Or Same‘ah on Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 2:9 
based on Shekalim 5a). 


Animal tithes — maga vwy: Each year, the owner of a herd 
of kosher animals was required to gather all the animals born 
during the preceding period into an enclosure and let them 
out one by one. These animals passed “under the shepherd's 
rod” (Leviticus 27:32), and every tenth animal was marked with 
red paint to indicate that it was holy. These marked animals 
were the animal tithe. Each one that was fit to be offered was 
brought to the Temple and sacrificed in a manner similar to 
hat of a peace-offering. Its blood was sprinkled on the altar 
and its meat was eaten by its owner. If the tithe animal was 
blemished, it was eaten by its owner like other consecrated 
animals that have become disqualified from being sacrificed. 
The details of the halakhot of animal tithes are elucidated in 
ractate Bekhorot. 


Due dates for the animal tithes - nama wya bw nis: The 
ater commentaries on Bekhorot 57b understand that accord- 
ing to Rashi (s.v. shalosh), there is no Torah sanction for failing 
0 tithe animals, though one is credited with a mitzva for do- 
ing so. It was the Sages who prohibited eating or selling the 
animals once the due date arrived, effectively imposing an 
obligation to tithe them. The Rambam (Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Bekhorot 7:8), however, implies that tithing is a Torah obliga- 


NOTES 


tion (see also Torat Kohanim, Leviticus 27:32) and the Sages 
merely established the due dates, after which it is prohibited 
to slaughter or sell the offspring of one’s animals until the latter 
are tithed, ab initio (Yosef Da‘at on Bekhorot 57b). 


Ben Azzai says the twenty-ninth of Adar - Wait x1y ya 
Visa mym mwya: The Gemara in (Bekhorot 58b) explains 
that ben Azzai differs from Rabbi Akiva on three matters, Rabbi 
Akiva does not set an exact date for the first due date of animal 
tithes, but says that it is fifteen days, i.e., half a month, before 
Passover. He maintains that the month of Adar, which precedes 
the month of Nisan, is sometimes thirty days long and some- 
times twenty-nine days long. Therefore, it is impossible to fix 
a precise date for animal tithes, as sometimes half a month 
before Passover is on the twenty-ninth of Adar and sometimes 
itis on the thirtieth of Adar. According to ben Azzai, the month 
of Adar is always twenty-nine days long, and so an exact date 
can be set for animal tithes on the twenty-ninth of Adar. 

As for the second due date for animal tithes, according to 
Rabbi Akiva it is fifteen days, i.e., half a month, before Shavuot. 
Ben Azzai disagrees and says that it is on the first of Sivan. 
Ben Azzai’s reasoning is that since the interval between the 
previous due date before Passover and this due date is so 
brief, not many animals would have been born. Were the due 
date established as fifteen days before Shavuot, all the animals 
would be sold before Shavuot and none would be left for those 
going up to Jerusalem. 

With regard to the third due date for animal tithes, Rabbi 
Akiva maintains that it is fifteen days before Sukkot, while ben 
Azzai holds that it is on the twenty-ninth of Av. Ben Azzai 
is consistent with his own view that all animals born dur- 
ing the month of Elul are tithed separately, due to the doubt 
whether the new year for animal tithes is on the first of Elul 
or on the first of Tishrei. He therefore set the due date prior to 
the month of Elul so that animals born in Av would not be set 
aside as tithe for animals born in Elul, and vice versa, as one 
may not tithe from the animals born in one year for those 
born in another year. 


HALAKHA 


On three occasions during the year the ceremony of the col- 
lection of the chamber is performed - mwa D715 nywa 
mawha x pain: Three times a year funds were collected from 

the Temple treasury chamber: On the first of Nisan, on the first 
of Tishrei, either before or after the Festival, and fifteen days 

before Shavuot, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva 

(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 2:5). 


These are the due dates for animal tithes - bw niL o 
maga wyn: The Sages established three fixed days a year for 
tithing animals. When one of those dates arrives itis prohibited 
to sell or slaughter the offspring of one’s animals until the latter 
have been tithed. If he slaughters them, the meat is permitted 
after the fact. The days are: Fifteen days prior to Passover, i.e., 
the last day of the month of Adar, fifteen days prior to Shavuot, 
i.e., the thirty-fifth day of the omer, and fifteen days prior to 
Sukkot, i.e., the last day of the month of Elul. Each of these 
times is called a goren, literally, a threshing floor, for animal 
tithes. Why were these dates chosen? In order that animals be 
available to those going up to Jerusalem for the pilgrim Festi- 
vals, as even though it was permitted to sell animal offspring 
before its parents were tithed, there were those who would 
refrain from doing so until they were tithed. This ruling follows 
Rabbi Akiva, as explained by Rabbi Tanhum, son of Rabbi Hiyya, 
citing Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 7:8). 
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PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Shimon — piya a7: Rabbi Shimon refers to Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yohai, also called Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai, 
who was a tanna living in the fourth generation fol- 
lowing the destruction of the Second Temple. He was 
born in the Galilee, and according to tradition he died 
on Lag BaOmer in Meron. He was one of Rabbi Akiva’s 
closest students, and he studied with him for thirteen 
years in Benei Berak. 

Initially, Rabbi Shimon was not involved in the bar 
Kokheva rebellion against the Romans, but the Roman 
persecution and Rabbi Akiva’s subsequent execution 
turned him against them. According to the Gemara 
(Shabbat 33b), Rabbi Shimon's criticism of Roman rule 
in the presence of Yehuda ben Gerim led to a death 
sentence being issued against him, which forced him 
to hide in a cave together with his son for thirteen years. 
According to tradition, it was during that period that he 
compiled kabbalistic material that became the book of 
the Zohar. This, however, is disputed by the academic 
world. 

Among Rabbi Shimon’s many teachings in Jewish law 
and lore, the Gemara (Berakhot 5a) quotes him as saying: 
The Holy One, Blessed be He, gave Israel three precious 
gifts, all of which were given only by means of suffering: 
Torah, Eretz Yisrael, and the World-to-Come. 
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Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon’ say that the dates for the 
animal tithes are the first of Nisan, the first of Sivan, and the 
twenty-ninth of Elul." 


And why did Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon say the twenty- 
ninth of Elul and not the first of Tishrei, as they said the first of 
Nisan and Sivan? Because the first of Tishrei is the festival of 
Rosh HaShana, and it is not permitted to tithe on a Festival. 
Therefore, the Sages advanced the day of tithing the animals born 
over the course of the summer to the twenty-ninth of Elul. 


GEMARA It was taught in the mishna that funds are col- 
lected from the Temple treasury chamber three times a year: 
Before Passover, before Shavuot, and before Sukkot. The term 
preceding the name of the Festival that is used in the mishna is 
bifros. With regard to this word, Rabbi Abbahu said: Wherever 
it is taught to us in the mishna using the term peras, which is 
from the same root as bifros, it means half. In this case it is refer- 
ring to half of the thirty-day period preceding each of the Fes- 
tivals, when lectures on the halakhot of the upcoming Festival 
are delivered. 


The mishna continues: And these three days when funds were 
collected from the Temple treasury chamber are also the due 
dates for animal tithes. With regard to this Rabbi Yohanan said: 
Why did the Sages choose these specific times as the due dates 
for animal tithes? These dates were chosen because they mark 
the birthing periods of animals. Some animals give birth before 
Passover, others deliver only before Shavuot, and yet others have 
their young between Shavuot and Sukkot. The Sages fixed the 
tithing times to correspond to the periods during which animals 
usually give birth. 


Rabbi Aha and Rabbi Tanhum bar Hiyya in the name of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi offered a different reason: So that animals 
will be readily available for those going up to Jerusalem for the 
pilgrim Festivals. The animals are tithed shortly before each 
of the Festivals so that there should be ample numbers of non- 
sacred animals ready to be sold for food and offerings to those on 
their way to Jerusalem. 


Rabbi Yudan said: The reason is so that one should not come 
to violate the prohibition against delaying" an offering that he 
was obligated to bring to the Temple (Deuteronomy 23:22). If 
animal tithes would be due only after the Festival, three Festivals 
might pass without him bringing his animal tithes to Jerusalem 
to be offered, and therefore he would violate this prohibition. The 
Sages, therefore, established these days as the due dates for animal 
tithes so that they should serve as a reminder of the times by 
which the tithes must be brought to the Temple. Rabbi Yosei 
said: Anyone who procrastinates and fails to tithe his untithed 
animals at the proper time transgresses the prohibition against 
delaying bringing his offerings. 


NOTES 


Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon say the dates for the tithes are 
the first of Nisan, the first of Sivan, and the twenty-ninth of 
Elul - on wya AVDA INK DI INKS DN jyaw a1 aw 1 
Sowa mywm: The Gemara (Bekhorot 58b) explains that Rabbi 
Elazar and Rabbi Shimon agree with Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
that two weeks before Passover questions are asked and lectures 
are delivered about the halakhot of Passover, and therefore the 
pre-Passover due date was fixed at that time as part of the prepa- 
rations for the Festival. The second due date was fixed on the first 
of Sivan so that animals would be available to those going up to 
Jerusalem for Shavuot. The third due date was established on the 


twenty-ninth of Elul because these Sages maintain that the new 
year for animal tithes is on the first of Tishrei; since one may not 
tithe animals born in one year for animals born in another year, 
the animals born during the previous year are tithed on the last 
day of that year. 


The prohibition against delaying - 0x7 ba: The Torah states: 
“When you shall vow a vow to the Lord your God, you shall not be 
slack to pay it” (Deuteronomy 23:22). The Sages understood that 
this prohibition is transgressed when one fails to bring an offering 
within three pilgrim Festivals after the time it was pledged (see 
Rosh HaShana 4b). 
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The dispute in the mishna with regard to the third due date for animal 
tithes stems from a disagreement concerning the date of the new year 
for animal tithes. The Gemara now cites the various opinions about 
this matter. We learn elsewhere in a baraita (Rosh Hashana 7b): 
Rabbi Meir’ says: On the first of Elul it is the new year for animal 
tithes." All the animals born prior to that date belong to the previous 
tithe year and are tithed together, whereas those born after that date 
belong to the next tithe year. Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon say: 
The new year for animal tithes is on the first of Tishrei. Ben Azzai 
says: The animals that are born in the month of Elul are tithed by 
themselves, separate from those born before the first of Elul and 
from those born afterward, which belong to the next tithe year. 


With regard to Rabbi Meir’s opinion that the new year for animal 
tithes is on the first of Elul, Rabbi Huna said: The reason for the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir is that he maintains that the new year for 
animal tithes begins on the first of Nisan, and the year to which an 
animal is assigned is determined not by its birth date, but by the date 
of its conception. Since the period of gestation of small livestock is 
five months (see Bekhorot 8a), up to that time, the first of Elul, they 
conclude giving birth from the old, i.e., from the animals that con- 
ceived before the first of Nisan. From here on, from the first of Elul, 
they begin giving birth from the new, i.e., from the animals that 
conceived after the first of Nisan. 


The Gemara explains the opinion of Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon, 
who maintain that the new year for animal tithes is on the first of 
Tishrei. Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Bun said in the name of Rav Huna 
that the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon 
is as follows. The verse states: “The flocks are clothed in the meadows, 
and the valleys are wrapped in grain; they shout for joy, they also 
sing” (Psalms 65:14). “The flocks are clothed in the meadows,”" 
meaning the sheep have donned extra flesh, because they have con- 
ceived; these are the animals that conceive early" in Adar and de- 
liver by the first of Elul. “And the valleys are wrapped in grain”: 
These are the animals that conceive late in Nisan, when the grain 
has already grown and is clearly recognizable, and deliver only by the 
first of Tishrei. “They shout for joy, they also sing”: All the animals, 
those that are born early and those that are born late, become friends, 
and they all enter the pen together in order to be tithed. 


The Gemara proceeds to explain the opinion of ben Azzai. Ben Azzai 

said: Since the date of the new year for animal tithes is in doubt, as 

there are those who say thus, that it is the first of Elul, and there are 

those who say thus, that it is the first of Tishrei, the animals born in 

Elul cannot be tithed with animals born in another month, as per- 
haps they were born in a different tithing year, and one may not tithe 

animals from the new year for animals from the old year, or vice 

versa. Therefore, the animals that are born in the month of Elul are 

tithed by themselves. 


The flocks are clothed in the meadows - jx¥7 Dm2 wb: 
Rashi on Rosh HaShana 8a interprets this verse to mean that 
the sheep conceive in this month. Rabbeinu Hananel explains: 
The sheep become garb for the karim, their fetal lambs. Tosafot 
point out that the Targum understands karim as referring to the 
rams who mount the ewes, as this is their mating season. Most 
biblical commentaries interpret karim as meadows where the 


flocks come to graze. 


The animals that conceive early — nivDa7: This term is referring 


NOTES 


to those animals that conceive in Adar and give birth in Av. Many 
early and late commentaries ask: This reasoning is applicable only 
to sheep whose gestation period is five months. The gestation pe- 
riod of cattle, however, is nine months, and so the cows give birth 
later. They answer that the verse, “The tithe of the herd or of the 
flock" (Leviticus 27:32), indicates that one time was established for 
all animal tithes. Since “the flock” constitutes the majority, both 
in terms of the species of sheep and goat, and in terms of the 
number of births (Turei Even), the gestation period with regard 
to animal tithes follows that of the flock (Ran). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Meir - vx 33: He was one of the greatest 
tannaim of the generation that preceded the redaction 
of the Mishna. There is no clear information available 
concerning Rabbi Meir’s parents, though it is told that 
he descended from a family of converts from the house 
of the Roman emperors. 

Rabbi Meir’s exceptional brilliance in Torah study was 
evident from a very early age. He was a student of the 
two greatest scholars of the generation, Rabbi Yishmael 
and Rabbi Akiva. He was also the lone Sage who contin- 
ued to study with Elisha ben Avuya, despite the latter's 
estrangement from Judaism. His primary teacher was 
Rabbi Akiva, who ordained him when he was very young. 
For this reason he was ordained a second time by Rabbi 
Yehuda ben Bava. 

In recognition of his outstanding scholarship, Rabbi 
eir was officially appointed hakham, literally wise man, 
which was the third-highest rank, below the Nasi, or the 
head of the Sanhedrin, and the president of the court. 
The halakhic discussions between Rabbi Meir and his 
colleagues Rabbi Yehuda, Rabbi Yosei, Rabbi Shimon, 
and Rabbi Elazar form the foundation of the Mishna. 
Rabbi Meir's greatest undertaking appears to have been 
a structured, oral redaction of the Oral Law, including the 
establishment of specific formats for the halakhot. Ap- 
parently, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi followed in Rabbi Meir's 
footsteps and incorporated his work into the Mishna. 
Consequently, it is a well-known principle that the author 
of an unattributed statement in the Mishna is Rabbi Meir, 
as the assumption is that this was one of the mishnayot 
he formulated. 

Due to his involvement in the attempt to depose 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, the head of the Sanhedrin, 
Rabbi Meir was punished, and for a long period his teach- 
ings were not cited in his name but were introduced 
with the words: Others say. His private life too was full of 
suffering. His two sons died during his lifetime, and his 
extraordinary wife, Beruria, also died in painful circum- 
stances. Nevertheless, it is known that a daughter of his 
survived. He was eventually forced into exile in Asia Minor, 
where he died. He requested that his coffin be transferred 
to Eretz Yisrael and that he be temporarily interred on the 
shore of the sea where the waves reach the Holy Land. 

Rabbi Meir was famous in his lifetime not only for his 
sharp intellect, which exceeded that of all his peers, but 
also for his personal attributes, his efforts as a peacemak- 
er, and his willingness to relinquish personal honor for 
the good of others. He was also known as a magnificent 
public speaker. It is said that following his death, there 
ceased to be composers of parables. 


HALAKHA 
The new year for animal tithes — sey MEI OX 
maga: Following the majority opinion of Rabbi Elazar 
and Rabbi Shimon, the new year for animal tithes is 
on the first of Tishrei (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Bekhorot 7:6). 
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HALAKHA 


All that were born from the first of Tishrei until the 
oy ninth of Elul ~ DY sw wD INR riya bs 
born in ns same year. The year for this purpose begins 
on the first of Tishrei and concludes on the twenty-ninth 
of Elul. This is in accordance with the majority opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon that the new year for ani- 
mal tithes is on the first of Tishrei (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Bekhorot 7:6). 
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How so? If five animals were born in Av and five in Elul of the 
same year and five in Tishrei of the following year, they do not 
join together for tithing. Those born in Elul join neither with 
those born in Av nor with those born in Tishrei, as perhaps they 
were born in a different tithing year. All the more so those born 
in Av do not join with those born in Tishrei, as they were cer- 
tainly not born in the same tithing year. If, however, five animals 
were born in Tishrei and five in Av of the same year, they join 
for tithing. 


The Gemara asks: Does ben Azzai propose an intermediate 
position between the statements ofhis disciples? These Sages 
being members of the next generation, one would have ex- 
pected him to examine the reasoning behind their respective 
opinions and decide in favor of one of them. Rabbi Yirmeya 
and Rabbi Meyasha came and said in the name of Rabbi 
Shmuel bar Rabbi Yitzhak to explain this difficulty: Ben Azzai 
did not rule in favor of either of his disciples because the matter 
about which they disagreed was the subject of an earlier dispute. 
For the fathers of the world, i.e., the great scholars of the previ- 
ous generation, had already differed on this matter, and since 
ben Azzai was unable to decide between them, he adopted an 
intermediate position. 


The Gemara clarifies this assertion: Who are these fathers of 
the world? Rabbi Yona taught in the presence of Rabbi 
Yirmeya: This is referring to Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva. 


The Gemara notes: That is to say that the wording of ben Azzai’s 
statement: Since there are those who say thus, and there are 
those who say thus, indicates that ben Azzai was both a col- 
league and a disciple of Rabbi Akiva. Although he frequently 
appears as his disciple, he actually reached the level of a disciple- 
colleague. The Gemara asks: How is this evident? If you say that 
Rabbi Akiva was only his teacher, is there anyone who says 
about his teacher: Since there are those who say thus, and 
there are those who say thus? This wording implies that ben 
Azzai related to the disputants as equals, and this would have 
been inappropriate had ben Azzai only been Rabbi Akiva’s 
disciple, and so he must also have been his disciple-colleague. 


Rabbi Avun in the name of Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak 
learned that ben Azzai was a disciple-colleague of Rabbi Akiva 
from the following: After bringing two cases about which Beit 
Shammai and Beit Hillel disagree, the Mishna brings another 
case where Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel agree but Rabbi Akiva 
disagrees with the two of them. The Mishna then states that ben 
Azzai said to Rabbi Akiva: We are already sufficiently troubled 
by the cases about which Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel dis- 
agree, and you come now to dispute that about which they 
agree. That is to say that ben Azzai was both a colleague and 
a disciple of Rabbi Akiva. For if you say that Rabbi Akiva was 
only his teacher, is there anyone who says to his teacher: And 
you come now to dispute that about which they agree? Rath- 
er, infer from here that ben Azzai was also Rabbi Akiva’s col- 
league. 


§ The Gemara returns to the discussion of the new year for 
animal tithes. We learned elsewhere in a mishna (Bekhorot 
57b): All animals that were born from the first of Tishrei until 
the twenty-ninth of Elul" of the same year join together for 
tithing. If five animals were born before Rosh HaShana and 
five were born after Rosh HaShana they do not join together 
for tithing. If five animals were born before one of the three 
annual due dates for animal tithes, and five were born after 
those due dates, they join together. The due dates do not sepa- 
rate the animals into different groups, but merely establish the 
times when it is a mitzva to tithe them. 
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Rabbi Yosei said: This is to say that they did not make the ani- 
mal tithe like the tithe of fruit, whose obligation is determined 
by the time of the beginning of the formation of the fruit, as the 
parallel for animals would be the time of conception. They also 
did not make animal tithe like the tithe of grains and olives, 
whose obligation is determined by the time that those plants 
reach a third of their growth, as the parallel for animals would be 
the time that they are fit to be brought as offerings. 


The Gemara explains: If you say that the determining stage 
for animal tithes is like that for fruit, i.e., parallel to the time of 
the beginning of the formation of the fruit, let the mishna teach 
as follows: All animals that were conceived from the first of 
Tishrei until the twenty-ninth of Elul join together for tithing. 


And if you say that the determining stage for animal tithes is like 
that for grains and olives, parallel to the time that the latter reach 
a third of their growth, let it teach as follows: All animals that 
were born before the twenty-second of Elul, seven days before 
Rosh HaShana, join together for tithing. But animals born after 
that date are not fit to be brought as offerings that year, because 
an animal is not fit for the altar until it is eight days old. Therefore, 
they do not join together for tithing with the animals that were 
born earlier and are fit to be brought as offerings. Rather, the 
determining stage for animal tithes is the time of the animal’s 
birth. 


Rabbi Shammai said in the name of Rabbi Beivai, son of Rab- 
bi Hiyya: This is not so, as in fact they made the animal tithe like 

the tithe of grains and olives, the obligation with regard to which 

is determined by the time that those plants reach a third of their 
growth. The mishna where it is taught that all animals born from 

the first of Tishrei until the twenty-ninth of Elul join together for 
tithing was in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
as Rabbi Shimon said: An animal that is lacking time," i.e., it is 

less than eight days old, even though it cannot yet be brought as 

an offering, nevertheless enters the pen to be tithed. 


When Rabbi Mana heard this explanation he arose and dis- 
cussed it with Rabbi Shammai. He said to him: Here you say 
one thing, i.e., that the mishna was taught in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, whereas we learned elsewhere in the 
mishna that ben Azzai said: The animals that are born in the 
month of Elul are tithed by themselves (Bekhorot 57b). Does he 
not refer to those born all month long, even those that were 
born before the twenty-ninth of Elul and will not yet be eight 
days old before Rosh HaShana? 


Now can you say that ben Azzai’s opinion is in accordance with 
the sole dissenting opinion of Rabbi Shimon and not with the 
majority opinion of the Rabbis, who maintain that an animal 
that is less than eight days old does not enter the pen to be tithed? 
Rather, it is reasonable to say that he does not disagree with the 
Rabbis, but he understands that even the Rabbis agree that an 
animal that was born on the twenty-ninth of Elul is tithed to- 
gether with all the other animals that were born in Elul, even 
though it can be tithed in Tishrei only after it is eight days old. 
This indicates that the determining stage for animal tithes is the 
time of the animal’s birth. 


And how are the animals born at the end of Elul tithed according 
to the various opinions? Just as you say according to the opinion 
of the Rabbis, who maintain that the animals born from the first 
of Tishrei until the twenty-ninth of Elul of the same year are 
tithed together, as the new year for animal tithes is the first of 
Tishrei; still, those animals that were born during the last eight 
days of the year and cannot be tithed at the tithing period at the 
end of Elul because they are less than eight days old, one puts 
aside until the next year, and they are tithed together with 
other animals of their year, i.e., the previous year. 


HALAKHA 
An animal that is lacking time — fat wana: An animal that is 
lacking time, i.e. it is less than eight days old, does not enter 


the pen to be tithed, in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 6:14). 
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PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yona — 7131 31: Rabbi Yona was one of the greatest of the 
fourth generation of amoraiim in Eretz Yisrael. He is often men- 
tioned in conjunction with his contemporary, Rabbi Yosei. In his 
youth, he apparently studied under Rabbi Yohanan, though his 
main teachers were Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Yirmeya. 

The Babylonian Talmud describes Rabbi Yona as one of the 
forceful scholars of Eretz Yisrael, but both the Babylonian and the 
Jerusalem Talmuds relate stories of his modesty and righteous- 
ness, as well as the miracles brought about through his prayers. 
He is quoted constantly in the Jerusalem Talmud, and many of 
the scholars of the succeeding generation were his students, 
including his son Rabbi Mana, who himself was a leading Sage. 
Despite his notable presence in the Jerusalem Talmud, Rabbi 
Yona is mentioned only occasionally in the Babylonian Talmud. 


HALAKHA 


From the time of its birth you count its year - AX inp) myn 
mw b mj: A firstborn animal, even if it is blemished, should 
be eaten during its first year. From when is this year counted? 
If it was born with a blemish the year begins on the day it was 
born, provided that one knows that its gestation period had 
been complete. In such a case it is fit to be eaten already on the 
day of its birth. If one does not know that its gestation period 
had been complete, the count begins on the eighth day from 
the day of its birth. In this case, only from the eighth day on is 
it fit to be eaten (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 1:8; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 301:7). 


The funds are collected from the chamber with three baskets 
each measuring three se'a - pyp wow whw bw nisp wows 
mown Dx pain: One person would enter the chamber and fill 
three baskets with shekels, each basket holding three se‘, so that 
the funds could be used for public offerings. This is in accordance 
with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 2:5). 


On the baskets is written alef, beit, gimmel — y% why and) 
bona nya: The three baskets with which funds were collected 
from the chamber were labeled with the letters alef, beit, and 
gimmel, so that they would know from which basket funds 
should be used first. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 2:7). 


68 


PEREK III: 8A -MATA pD 


IPAR -ONIY aT Dy ION As 13 
23 DY PWA M KaT yia 


Dyb 


D NMAN Mt KYT DT WOK 
b phiy yaa yor wing visanw 
anw Tiny 


KIN Ty} II VAN KID I VAN 
WW 3a D3" NTT a A7 yw 
-TW KI WTA Tat Thy 

me b min me inph nywn 


nisp wowa ‘ana anon 
ny poia pxp wow whw bw 
ra yhy poy ana) mown 
my) K bruno > a bma 

KKP wy ay ana 


So you can say according to the opinion of ben Azzai: Those 
animals that were born during the last eight days of the month of 
Elul, which one cannot tithe at the tithing period at the end of 
Elul since they are less than eight days old, he puts aside until the 
next due date in the coming Nisan, and they are tithed together 
with the untithed animals that were born at any time during Elul 
of the previous year. 


Rabbi Hiyya said: This is to say that because it was concluded 

that even though an animal cannot be tithed until it is eight days 

old, its tithing year is determined by the day of its birth, we can 
infer from this that the days during which a firstborn is lacking 
time, i.e., when it is not yet eight days old, count for the reckon- 
ing toward its first year. The firstborn should be offered, or if it is 

blemished, slaughtered and eaten, during the first year of its life 

so that one does not mistakenly benefit from its wool or its labor. 
The year is calculated not from the eighth day of its life when it is 

fit to be offered, but rather from the day of its birth. 


Rabbi Mana said in the name of Rabbi Yona:’ My father learned 
this from the following verse: “All the firstling males that are 
born of your herd and of your flock you shall sanctify to the Lord 
your God” (Deuteronomy 15:19). How is this verse to be under- 
stood? Seeing that a firstborn animal is sanctified from birth, why 
need one sanctify it? Rather, the verse comes to teach that from 
the time of its birth you begin to count its first year" during 
which it should be eaten, and not from its eighth day when it 
becomes fit to be offered. 


HALAKHA 2+ MISHNA The funds are collected from 
the Temple treasury chamber with three baskets, each measur- 
ing three sea." On the baskets is written, respectively, alef, beit, 
gimmel," based on the order in which the baskets are filled, to 
indicate from which basket coins should be taken to buy sacri- 
fices. The coins were used in the order of their collection. Rabbi 
Yishmael says: The letters written on them were in Greek," alfa, 
beta, gamma. 


NOTES 


Written on them in Greek - why sana MY: Some explain 


that Greek letters were used because during that period it was 
common to write in Greek. This is based on the verse: “God 
shall enlarge [yaft] Japheth, and he shall dwell in the tents of 
Shem” (Genesis 9:27). The Gemara (Megilla 9b) extrapolates 
from this verse that the beauty [yefeifyut] of Japheth shall 
dwell in the tents of Shem, i.e., among 
and there is no language among the descendants of Japheth 
that is more beautiful than Greek (Korban HaEida). Others 
suggest that Greek was used because after King Alexander 
lli of Macedon extended his rule over Jerusalem, the people 
of Jerusalem began to converse in Greek. 
would be no confusion as to which basket was filled first, th 
baskets were labeled in Greek, the language most common 
spoken (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). 
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The one who collects the funds from the chamber must not 
enter while wearing a cuffed garment [hafut],'" and not with 
a shoe, and not with a sandal," and not with phylacteries, and 
not with an amulet," since all of these have places into which 
money can be inserted. The concern is that perhaps the one 
collecting the funds will one day become poor," and people will 
say that it is because of the sin of stealing the shekels of the 
chamber that he became poor, as they will suspect that he stole 
money and hid it in those places. Or perhaps he will become 
rich and people will say that he became rich from stealing the 
funds of the chamber, even though he did not actually do so. 


Even though one should not suspect someone of stealing conse- 
crated shekels, the one collecting the funds from the chamber 
must nevertheless take these precautions, as a person must ap- 
pear justified before people just as he must appear justified 
before the Omnipresent [HaMakom],' and it is stated: “And 
you shall be guiltless before the Lord and before Israel” (Num- 
bers 32:22). From here it may be inferred that it is not enough to 
be innocent before God; one must also be innocent before the 
Jewish people. Even in situations where there is little concern 
that one may commit a sin, the proper course is to remain above 
any possible suspicion of misconduct. And the verse states: “So 
shall you find grace and good understanding in the sight of 
God and man” (Proverbs 3:4). 


GEMARA The mishna taught that funds are withdrawn from 
the Temple treasury chamber and collected into three baskets 
measuring three sea each. The Gemara records another halakha 
that is learned from this. We learned elsewhere in a mishna 
(Shabbat 126b): On Shabbat one may remove even four or five 
baskets" of straw or produce if the place they occupy is needed 
for guests or for students in the study hall. Rabbi Ze’eira asked 
Rabbi Yoshiya: What is the measure of the baskets that are 
permitted to be moved because the place that they occupy is 
needed? Rabbi Yoshiya said to him: 


NOTES 


Not with a shoe and not with a sandal - 


xh) buna x Perhaps he will become poor — »2¥ kaw: The question 


Saya: The Gemara (Yevamot102b) explains that one may not 
enter the chamber with a shoe or sandal because of the pro- 
hibition against entering the Temple courtyard wearing shoes 
or sandals. Tosefot Yom Tov points out that this is surprising, 
as the mishna seems to imply that the reason it is forbidden 
is so that the one collecting the funds from the chamber will 
not come under suspicion that he took the money for himself. 
Rashi (on Yevamot) seems to understand the Gemara to mean 
that in addition to the concern about suspicion, there is also 
a prohibition against entering the Temple courtyard in shoes 
or sandals (Hon Ashir). 

Others suggest that the mishna here is referring to acces- 
sories such as an artificial foot or crutches that are used as a 
walking aid. These are not included in the prohibition agains 
entering the Temple courtyard in shoes or sandals, as for mos 
people these are not considered shoes (see Jerusalem Talmud, 
Shabbat 6:8). However, the one collecting funds from the 
chamber may not enter even with such footwear, so as no 
to arouse suspicion (Yehuda Ya‘aleh). 


And not with an amulet - yapa xd): The outer casing of an 
amulet was a leather pouch. It was prohibited for the pries 
to perform the ceremony while wearing an amulet lest he 
be suspected of stealing some of the shekels and hiding 
them in the pouch. 


has been raised: The halakha is that charity collectors are 
not required to give an account of the money entrusted to 
them for charity, and likewise Temple treasurers do not have 
to report the money consecrated to the Temple (Bava Batra 
ga). Why then is the one who collects the funds from the 
Temple treasury chamber under suspicion, and why were 
precautions instituted in order to prevent him from being 
suspect? The answer is that here the grounds for suspicion 
are greater than in the other cases, because the one who 
collects the funds from the chamber enters the chamber 
alone, whereas in the other cases the halakha is that author- 
ity may not be exercised in monetary matters by less than 
two officers (Shekalim 14b) (Rabbi Hayyim Kanievsky, Shekel 
HeHadash). 


One may remove even four or five baskets — box pip 
nisi wm yar: Although moving baskets around on 
Shabbat is not forbidden by Torah law, the Sages prohibited 
various activities on Shabbat because of the toil and effort 
involved. Included in this rabbinic decree is the prohibition 
against moving large baskets of food fit for human or animal 
consumption. In certain cases, however, e.g. for the sake of 
a mitzva such as Torah study or welcoming guests, the Sages 
permitted the activity. 


LANGUAGE 
Cuffed garment [hafut] - mom: Some authorities understand 
this as referring to the cuff at the bottom of a garment. The 
Arukh seems to understand it as a type of sleeve. It was not to 
be worn by the one collecting funds from the chamber so that 
people would not come to suspect that he may have hidden 
some money there. 


The Omnipresent [HaMakom] - nipan: HaMakom refers to 
God and indicates that He encompasses the universe. This idea 
is taught in the Midrash. There it states that Rav Huna in the 
name of Rabbi Ami said: Why is there a special name for the 
Holy One, Blessed be He, such that He is referred to as a location 
[Makom]? It is because the world is located in Him and He is not 
located in the world. 


HALAKHA 

The one who collects the funds must not enter with a cuffed 
garment - mon Tis x DD) DAT px: The one collecting 
funds frorn the chamber is forbidden to enter the chamber wear- 
ing a garment in which money could be hidden, or wearing 
shoes, sandals, phylacteries, or an amulet, lest people come to 
suspect him and say that he had secreted in them funds col- 
lected from the chamber. This is in accordance with the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 2:10). 


BACKGROUND 
Shoe and sandal bap hymn: According to Rashi (Yevamot 101a), 
a minal, or shoe, was made of soft leather, much like those worn 
today, whereas a sandal was made of hard leather, and after it 
broke it could not be repaired or worn again. The word sandal 
is from the Greek o&vSadov, sandalon, which was a wooden- 
soled shoe bound by leather straps around the instep and ankle. 


Ancient Roman sandal 


Amulet — yap: Pictured below is a leather pouch for a written 
amulet or an amulet of herbs. 


Leather pouch for an amulet 
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Perek III 
Daf8 Amud b 


BACKGROUND 
Dilution of the cup — Didi mya: Wine was used as 
an everyday beverage, and diluting it lowered the al- 
cohol content and prevented drunkenness along with 
health problems associated with the overconsumption 
of alcohol. 


LANGUAGE 
Dilution of the cup [mezigat hakos] - Didi nya: The 
word meziga in modern Hebrew means pouring a bever- 
age into a cup. However, in mishnaic Hebrew, it means to 
mix water into wine to prepare it for drinking. 


HALAKHA 


One who carries out wine is liable if he carries as much 
as is needed for the dilution of the cup — 13)» N*¥ 7 
Dia nyy: One who carries undiluted wine on Shabbat 
from one domain to another is liable if he carries as much 
as is needed to be diluted in a cup, which is a quarter 
of a quarter-log. This is in accordance with the mishna 
in tractate Shabbat (Rambam, Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 18:2). 


The four cups contain a quarter-log — midis yax 
Dyed pw) WRV: The measure of each of the four cups 
of wine that one is obligated to drink on the first night 
of Passover is a quarter-/og after dilution, if he wishes to 
dilute it. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Hiyya (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz 
UMatza 7:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:9). 
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Let us learn the measure that is not clearly stated with respect to the 
removal of baskets on Shabbat, from the measure that is clearly stat- 
ed with respect to the collection of funds from the Temple treasury 
chamber. For it was taught in a baraita: The funds are collected from 
the Temple treasury chamber with three baskets each measuring 
three se‘a, which are nine sea altogether, which are twenty-seven 
sea in total, as the collection of the chamber ceremony is performed 
on three different occasions over the course of the year. And on the 
baskets is written, respectively, alef, beit, gimmel. 


The same baraita explains: Why was alef, beit, gimmel written on the 
baskets? To indicate which basket contained the shekels that were 
collected first. Therefore, the treasurer of the chamber would supply 
himself with shekels from the first basket, which was labeled alef, 
before taking the shekels from the second basket, which was labeled 
beit, and from the second basket before taking from the third" basket, 
which was labeled gimmel. Rabbi Yoshiya’s answer to the original ques- 
tion is now clear: Just as the basket that was used to collect funds from 
the Temple treasury chamber, the measure that was clearly stated, 
measured three sea, so too, the basket that may be removed from its 
place on Shabbat, the measure that was not clearly stated, measures 
three sea. 


Q The Gemara brings another instance of a measure that is not clear- 
ly stated being learned from a measure that is clearly stated. We 
learned elsewhere in a mishna (Shabbat 76b): One who carries out 
undiluted wine" from a private domain to a public domain or vice 
versa is liable only if he carries as much as is needed for the dilution 
of the cup [mezigat hakos].5\" 


On this topic Rabbi Ze’eira asked Rabbi Yoshiya: What is the mea- 
sure of the cup referred to in the mishna? Rabbi Yoshiya said to him: 

Let us learn the measure of the cup that is not clearly stated here from 

the measure ofa cup that is clearly stated elsewhere. As Rabbi Hiyya 

taught: The four cups" of wine that the Sages said one is obligated to 

drink on the first night of Passover together contain a quarter-log" of 
raw Italian wine." Each cup of diluted wine must be a quarter-log. 
Since the proper ratio with regard to diluted wine is three parts water 
to one part raw wine, each cup of diluted wine contains three quarters 

of a quarter-log of water and one quarter of a quarter-log of raw wine. 
Therefore, the four cups together contain one quarter-log. From here 

it may be learned that one is liable on Shabbat for carrying out raw 
wine in the measure of one quarter of a quarter-log. 


NOTES 


He would supply himself from the first before the second and 
from the second before the third - otip miwx7 p panon 
mow DTi p mw pa soy: It would appear from the baraita 
brought in the Gemara later on (9b) that this does not mean the 
treasurer must empty the one basket before taking from the 
next. Rather, it means that he may not begin to take from the 
second before beginning to take from the first, or from the third 
before beginning to take from the second. Once he has already 
withdrawn money from the preceding one, he is permitted to 
withdraw from the next. 


One who carries out wine — }” X'¥ia: One of the thirty-nine 
labors prohibited on Shabbat is that of carrying, which is dis- 
cussed in detail in the seventh and eighth chapters of tractate 
Shabbat. The labor of carrying on Shabbat has two separate 
components. The first involves carrying an object from a private 
domain to a public domain or vice versa. This is not defined 
by a specific distance, but by the mere transfer of an object 
from one domain to the other. The second component involves 
carrying an object four cubits in the public domain. One is li- 
able only if he carries an object, the measure of which makes it 
fit for use. 


The four cups - nipa yat: The four cups of wine that one is 
obligated to drink on the first night of Passover correspond to 
he four expressions of redemption (Exodus 6:6-7): “I will bring 
you out,’ “| will deliver you,’ “I will redeem you,’ and “I will take 
you" (Rashbam, Pesahim 99b; and see Meiri there, who explains 
he significance of the different expressions). 

Other reasons for the mitzva of four cups of wine are recorded 
in the Jerusalem Talmud: They correspond to the four cups men- 
ioned with regard to Pharaoh's dream and Joseph's interpreta- 
ion; they parallel the four world empires; they correspond to 
he cups of destruction stated with regard to the nations of the 
world; and they allude to the four cups of consolation written 
concerning Israel: “O Lord, the portion of my inheritance and of 
my cup” (Psalms 16:5), “My cup runs over” (Psalms 23:5), and “I will 
raise the cup of salvations” (Psalms 116:13). In the last verse the 
plural, “salvations,’ indicates that the verse speaks of two cups. 


Italian wine - hones Į”: Several passages indicate that Italian 
wine is superior to and stronger than other wines. According to 
the Rema, the word Italian used here does not qualify the wine, 
but rather quantifies the jog measure. That is to say, the reference 
here is to the larger, Italian /og, and not the smaller, wilderness /og. 
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Rabbi Yosei bar Avin said in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: That 
mishna dealing with the measure of wine for which one is liable if 
he carried it on Shabbat was taught in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda. For it was taught in a baraita addressing the 
prohibition against carrying on Shabbat: One who carries water on 
Shabbat from a private domain to a public domain or vice versa is 
liable if he carries as much as constitutes a single swallow. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: He is liable if he carries as much as is required for 
rubbing eye salve [kilor].' One who carries undiluted wine on 
Shabbat is liable if he carries as much as constitutes a single swallow. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: He is liable if he carries as much as is needed 
to be diluted in a cup. 


The Gemara asks: For what measure is one liable if he carries wine 
that is already diluted from a private domain to a public domain on 
Shabbat or vice versa? Let us learn it from this baraita: One who 
carries water on Shabbat from one domain to another is liable ifhe 
carries as much as constitutes a single swallow. Rabbi Yehuda says: 
He is liable ifhe carries as much as is required for rubbing eye salve. 
One who carries undiluted wine on Shabbat is liable ifhe carries as 
much as constitutes a single swallow. Rabbi Yehuda says: He is 
liable if he carries as much as is needed for the dilution of a cup. 
That is to say that the measure for liability in the case of diluted 
wine is as much as is in one diluted cup. 


On the topic of the four cups of wine that are drunk on the first 
night of Passover, the Gemara asks: What is the measure of this 
cup? Rabbi Avin said: One and a quarter titreton,' which is rough- 
ly equivalent to a quarter-log. The log was no longer a common 
measure, so Rabbi Avin offers its rough equivalent, using a more 
familiar one. 


The Gemara asks: What is the ruling? May one drink all four cups 
at once [bekherekh ehad], without interruption, or must there be 
some sort of interval between them? The Gemara answers: From 
the fact that Rabbi Mana said that Rabbi Yosei said with regard to 
the hallel that is recited on the first night of Passover, that if one 
heard it in the synagogue from the prayer leader, he has fulfilled 
his obligation to recite hallel and need not repeat it at home. That 
is to say that if one drank all four cups at once without interruption, 
he has fulfilled his obligation. One who heard hallel in the syna- 
gogue may omit the part of the hallel that is recited between the 
third and fourth cups, as he has already fulfilled his obligation. Do- 
ing so leaves no interval between these cups, yet Rabbi Yosei did 
not regard this as a problem, indicating that one is not required to 
have some sort of interval between the cups. 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha with regard to drinking the 
four cups of wine little by little, with interruptions? The Gemara 
answers: When the Sages said that one must drink four cups of 
wine, didn’t they institute that he must drink them, and not that 
he should become intoxicated from drinking them? Therefore, if 
he drank them little by little, with intervals, he too is acting in 
accordance with the will of the Sages, as he is not becoming in- 
toxicated, and therefore he need not drink the entire quarter-log at 
once. 


The Gemara further asks: What is the halakha with regard to fulfill- 
ing one’s obligation to drink four cups of wine on the first night of 
Passover with wine produced from grapes that grew during the 

Sabbatical Year?" Rav Oshaya taught in a baraita: One fulfills his 

obligation with regard to the four cups with wine of the Sabbatical 

Year. 


The Gemara raises another question: What is the halakha with 
regard to fulfilling one’s obligation to drink the four cups 
with spiced wine?” The Gemara answers: From the fact that bar 
Kappara taught in a baraita that spiced wine is treated like wine, 
that is to say, one fulfills his obligation with regard to the four cups 
with spiced wine," as it is wine. 


LANGUAGE 


Eye salve [kilor] - p: From the Greek koMvpiov, 
kollurion, meaning a salve for the eyes. 


Titreton — jiu: From the Greek tétpatov, tetraton, 
meaning one-fourth. It refers to a measure of liquid volume 
roughly equivalent to a quarter-log, or reviit. 


At once [bekherekh ehad] - Mx 1923: Kerekh means bind- 
ing items together with a string or twine. In this context it 
is used figuratively to mean at once, with no interruption. 


NOTES ——— 
Wine of the Sabbatical Year - maw bw }: Fruit which 
grew on its own in Eretz Yisrael during a Sabbatical Year 
may be brought in from the field and eaten. One may keep 
such fruit in his house until the time that the species is no 
onger available to animals in the fields. At this point it is 
prohibited to eat the fruit until it is removed from the house 
and declared ownerless. This procedure is known as bi'ur. 
The Gemara here discusses wine produced from grapes 
hat grew during the Sabbatical Year and the point at which 
hey must be declared ownerless has already arrived. The 
Gemara’s question is whether, in light of the fact that drink- 
ing the four cups of wine on Passover is a mitzva, and 
he principle is that mitzvot were not given for benefit, 
i.e., performing a mitzva with an item is not considered 
gaining benefit from it (see Rosh HaShana 28a), it would 
be permitted to drink this wine for the four cups (Penei 
Moshe; Tiklin Hadatin). 

Some reject this explanation (see Sdei Hemed 5, 182:11) 
and understand the Gemara in line with the Ramban, who 
says in his comments on Sefer HaMitzvot that there is a 
mitzva to eat of the fruit of the Sabbatical Year. The Ge- 
mara's question is whether the wine of the Sabbatical Year 
may be used for the four cups, or perhaps since drinking 
he wine is already a mitzva due to its being produced 
rom fruit of the Sabbatical Year, one may not fulfill ad- 
ditional mitzvot with it, in keeping with the principle that 
one may not perform mitzvot in bundles, i.e., perform more 
han one mitzva at a time with the same object (Mikraei 
Kodesh, citing the Gaon of Bradi). Yet others explain that 
he Gemara is asking whether, since drinking the four cups 
is an obligation, using wine of the Sabbatical Year for the 
our cups is considered as repaying a debt with produce 
of the Sabbatical Year, which is prohibited (Gilyonot Kehilot 
Ya'akov). 


BACKGROUND 
Spiced wine - penip: From the Greek Kovdeitov, 
kondeiton, flavored wine. Here it means wine mixed with 
spices. 


HALAKHA 

One fulfills his obligation with spiced wine - »a pyi 
pip: One may fulfill his obligation to drink four cups of 
wine on the first night of Passover with spiced wine, as the 
Gemara proves from the words of bar Kappara. The later 
Sages write that it is preferable to drink the four cups from 
regular wine ab initio, unless the spiced wine is superior 
(Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:12). 
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NOTES §—W¥— 
Cooked wine is like spiced wine - dann Syran: The com- 
mentaries interpret the baraita in different ways. Some say 
that it is dealing with the issue of wine libations on the altar 
and that it establishes that just as spiced wine is unfit for 
libations, so too is cooked wine (Rash Sirilio). Others sug- 
gest that the baraita is dealing with the rabbinic prohibition 
against using wine touched by non-Jews, even though it 
was not actually used or intended to be used for idolatry. It 
establishes that the cooked wine of non-Jews is not subject 
to this prohibition, just as spiced wine is not subject to it. This 
is because these wines do not have the usual taste of wine, 
and the prohibition applies only to regular wine. 


BACKGROUND 


Rabbi Abbahu came to Tiberias — xray) TIN WAN 137: 

Tiberias is a town on the shore of the Sea of Galilee founded 

by Herod Antipas (c. 18 CE). It was apparently founded on the 
site of earlier settlements, and according to some opinions 
in the Talmud (Megilla 6a) it was the site of the biblical city 
of Rakkat. At the outset, Tiberias was a town of mixed Jew- 
ish and gentile population. The Jewish population was not 
distinguished for its Torah scholarship. However, after the 
destruction of the Second Temple, important Torah scholars, 
such as ben Azzai and Rabbi Meir, lived there. 

Tiberias’ golden age began when the Sanhedrin moved 
there (c. 235 CE) initially and was presided over by Rabbi 
Yehuda Nesi’a. Afterward Rabbi Yohanan became its leading 
spiritual figure and headed the yeshiva there. From that time 
on, Tiberias was the Torah center of Eretz Yisrael. Most of the 
disciples of Rabbi Yohanan, particularly those who came 
from Babylonia, lived and continued their studies there. Reish 
Lakish lived in Tiberias, as did Rabbi Elazar ben Pedat, Rabbi 
Ami, Rabbi Yirmeya, and Rabbi Yona. It is likely that most of 
the Jerusalem Talmud was redacted there. 

Even after the talmudic period, Tiberias remained a cre- 
ative religious and spiritual center. Many of the works of 
aggadic midrash were composed there, as were many litur- 
gical poems. During the post-talmudic era, the inhabitants 
of Tiberias were renowned as experts in Hebrew grammar. 
Indeed, the system of Hebrew vocalization used today is 
called Tiberian vocalization because it was formulated and 
established there. 


Beachfront in modern-day Tiberias 


Tosefta — xmapin: A Tosefta is a compilation of baraitot, 
tannaitic statements not included in the Mishna. The book 
referred to today as the Josefta is the only one of these com- 
pilations still extant today. Not all references to the Tosefta 
in the Gemara match the baraitot compiled in our version 
of the Tosefta. 


LANGUAGE 
Matron [matronita] — Kyi: From the Aramaic form of 
the Latin matrona, noblewoman. In the time of the Mishna 
many women of the noble class admired the Jews and their 
religion, and some even converted to Judaism. 


Fish brine [morayesa] — xb711: Some say this word comes 
from the Greek éApupic, almuris, whereas others say that 
the closest source is the Latin muries, from muria, meaning 
brine. Both denote a food pickled in salt. The term morayesa 
refers specifically to fish brine, which consisted of fish oil and 
a large quantity of salt. It served as a condiment to be eaten 
together with bread and other foods. 
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The Gemara asks yet another question: What is the halakha with 
regard to fulfilling one’s obligation to drink the four cups with 
diluted wine? The Gemara answers from what Rav Hiyya 
taught in a baraita: With regard to the four cups of wine that the 
Sages said one must drink on the first night of Passover, one 
fulfills his obligation whether he drinks them undiluted or 
diluted, provided that they have the taste and appearance of 
wine. Undiluted wine should not be so strong that it doesn’t taste 
like ordinary wine, and diluted wine must preserve the taste and 
appearance of wine even after the water is added. 


Having mentioned the desired appearance of the wine after it has 
been diluted, the Gemara notes that Rabbi Yirmeya said: It is a 
mitzva to fulfill one’s obligation with regard to the four cups 
with red wine," as it is stated: “Look not upon the wine when 
it is red, when it gives its color in the cup, when it glides down 
smoothly” (Proverbs 23:31). 


Having already taught that spiced wine is fit for the four cups, the 
Gemara cites what we learned in a baraita: Cooked wine is like 
spiced wine." The Gemara asks: What is the halakha with regard 
to fulfilling one’s obligation to drink the four cups with cooked 
wine? Rabbi Yona said: One fulfills his obligation with cooked 
wine." The Gemara notes that Rabbi Yona conforms to his own 
reasoning, since when Rabbi Yona would drink four cups of 
wine for Passover he would have to wrap his head with a ban- 
dage until the festival of Shavuot, in order to relieve the head- 
ache that the wine caused him. This being the case, he permitted 
using weaker, cooked wine for the four cups. 


The Gemara relates that it once happened that a certain Roman 
matron [matronita]' saw that Rabbi Yona’s face was shining. 
She said: Old man, old man, one of three things must apply 
to you. You are either drunk with wine, or else you lend mon- 
ey at interest, and owing to your comfortable income your face 
shines, or else you raise pigs, which provides you with large 
profits for little work. He cursed her and said to her: Let despair 
come upon that woman, as none of these three things apply 
to me. Rather, my face shines because my learning is with me 
and it lights my face, as this is what is written: “A man’s wisdom 
makes his face shine” (Ecclesiastes 8:1). 


The Gemara further relates that Rabbi Abbahu once came to 
Tiberias,’ to the school of Rabbi Yohanan. Rabbi Yohanan’s 
students saw that Rabbi Abbahu’s face was shining. The stu- 
dents said to Rabbi Yohanan: Rabbi Abbahu has found a trea- 
sure. When Rabbi Abbahu came before Rabbi Yohanan, Rabbi 
Yohanan said to him: What new words of Torah did you hear? 
He said to him: I heard an ancient Tosefta,® which was new to 
me. When Rabbi Yohanan heard Rabbi Abbahu’s answer, he 
applied to him the verse: “A man’s wisdom makes his face 
shine.” 


§ Rabbi Hanin said: A log by Torah law is equal in volume to 
the old eighth with which they would measure the fish brine 
[morayesa]' in Tzippori. Rabbi Yona said to him: Even though 
the measuring instruments have changed and different ones 
are in use today, I am familiar with that measure, as it was with 
that measure that the members of Rabbi Yannai’s household 
measured honey. 


It was taught in a baraita: A quarter-log is equal to half of a 
Tiberian eighth. 


HALAKHA 


It is a mitzva to fulfill one’s obligation with red wine - my2 
DTN Ja mre: It is a mitzva to make an effort to find red wine 
for the four cups of wine drunk on the first night of Passover. Ac- 
cording to the Rema, this is only if the white wine is not superior 
to the red. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yirmeya (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:11). 


One fulfills his obligation with cooked wine — ma px¥i 
Sunan: One fulfills the obligation to drink the four cups of wine 
with cooked wine. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rab- 
bi Yona. The later Sages write that one should drink four cups 
of regular wine ab initio, unless the cooked wine is superior 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:12 and Mishna Berura there). 


Perek III 
Dafo Amuda 


PPA PTT pny I wax m 
paa jo Tay a> yp mia xen 
aga MT 


KIN NPY MIT ST N 
NPIN NTL NPIN TONTIN) 
MIT 


1D 1 Pia Sw Hy! KIT maD 
32 DY 937) 1B Ja DY 131 OWA 


yary wun 


PIT wa 2a) 


BWA DI IDWS OPT PI 
TIRO DE PIT NIY DED 
2- NA WN YW ITTI 
VVI mya pN TWN 

mp ia xa 


ab ja voim an OWS OD an 
Dx MDI INA INTAI NYYD 
wy aT Nw) pow ADT 

PMID TW IVP "D7 TK 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This is a measure that was used in the past, but no longer in 
the present. Rabbi Yohanan said: This is our measure today and 
it is not so old. The Gemara asks: Why does the tanna of the 
baraita call this measure old when it was still being used in 
his day? 


The Gemara answers: Some say that this measure was origi- 
nally small and it was made larger, and some say that after 
it was enlarged it was again made smaller, but not as small as 
it had been originally. Since this measure was not of the same 
size at all times, the tanna of the baraita was precise when he said 
that a quarter-log is equal to the old measure of one-eighth. So 
too, Rabbi Yohanan was precise when he said that this was the 
measure used in his day. 


The Gemara asks: In terms of the measures currently in use, what 
is the measure of a cup’ that holds a quarter-log? Rabbi Yosei 
in the name of Rabbi Yosei ben Pazi and Rabbi Yosei bar 
Beivai in the name of Rabbi Shmuel said: Two fingers long by 
two fingers wide by the height of one and a half fingers and 
one-third of a finger. 


The Gemara previously discussed the measure of wine that de- 
termines liability if one carries it from one domain to another 
on Shabbat. There, the Gemara discussed wine in liquid form; 
here, the Gemara adds a parallel ruling with regard to congealed 
wine. It was taught in a baraita: The measure that determines 
liability for carrying from one domain to another congealed 
wine is an olive-bulk;' this is the statement of Rabbi Natan. 


The Rabbis of Caesarea and Rabbi Yosei bar Beivai said in the 
name of Shmuel: These words of Rabbi Natan follow the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Shimon in a mishna (Shabbat 76b). Just as Rabbi 
Shimon said there: The measure that determines liability for all 
liquids, including wine, is a quarter-log, so Rabbi Natan said: 
When wine is in liquid form, the measure that determines liabil- 
ity for carrying it from one domain to another is a quarter-log; 
after it has congealed? one is liable only if he carries out an 
olive-bulk, which is equivalent to a quarter-log of wine after it 
has congealed. 


§ Ona similar matter, Rabbi Simon said in the name of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi: An incident is related with regard to the 
mule of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi that died of a wound, and the 
Sages deemed its blood ritually pure," i.e., free of the impurity 
of an unslaughtered animal carcass. They said that the blood of 
a carcass does not impart ritual impurity as does the carcass itself. 
And Rabbi Eliezer asked Rabbi Simon, who had reported this 
ruling: Up to how much blood from an animal carcass does not 
render one ritually impure? Did they deem it pure because it was 
less than a quarter-log, but had it been more than a quarter-log 
they would have deemed it impure? 


And the Sages deemed its blood ritually pure — 117101 


mat ny: The impurity of an unslaughtered animal carcass 
is mentioned in several places in the Torah, but nowhere 
does the Torah specify the minimum measure of a carcass 
needed to impart impurity. The halakha was established that 
with regard to imparting ritual impurity, the measure of the 
flesh of a carcass is the same as the measure that determines 
liability for eating it, i.e., an olive-bulk. The impurity of the 
blood of an unslaughtered animal carcass is not explicitly 


stated in the Torah, and the Sages disagree about the matter 
in a baraita (Shabbat 77a). According to Beit Hillel, the blood 
imparts ritual impurity, whereas according to Beit Shammai 
it does not. The Sages discuss whether, even according to the 
opinion of Beit Shammai, the blood itself is pure, or whether 
it is pure only in the sense that it does not cause other items 
to be susceptible to impurity. The Sages also consider wheth- 
er it is pure in any measure or only when it is less than an 
olive-bulk. 


Cup - Did: Cups were made of various materials, including silver, 
gold, glass, and clay. The cup is the smallest drinking vessel and 
can hold about a quarter-log of liquid. 


Glass cups and pitcher from the talmudic period 


Congealed wine — wap }%: In certain places, e.g, on Mount 
Hermon, wine was covered with snow and allowed to congeal 
and freeze. The frozen wine would harden and resemble fig 
cakes in appearance. Wine was frozen in this manner to preserve 
it both so it would not turn sour and in order to raise its alcohol 
content, as when it froze, some of the water separated from the 
wine and turned into ice. 


Snowy Mount Hermon as seen from Mount Bental 


gealed wine is an olive-bulk — m3 wa»: The measure that 
determines liability for carrying from one domain to another 
congealed wine on Shabbat is an olive-bulk, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Natan (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 18:2). 
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PERSONALITIES 


Rav Beivai - *292 27: An amora from the third generation 
in Eretz Yisrael, Rav Beivai was primarily a student of Rabbi 
Yohanan and Reish Lakish. He had a close relationship 
with Rabbi Ami, Rabbi Asi, and Rabbi Abbahu. Accord- 
ing to the Gemara here and elsewhere (see Jerusalem 
Talmud, Shabbat 8:1; see Menahot 103b), Rabbi Beivai was 
desperately poor, to the extent that he claimed that the 
following verse applied to him: “And your life shall hang 
in doubt before you; and you shall fear night and day, and 
shall have no assurance of your life” (Deuteronomy 28:66). 
He is sometimes confused with the Babylonian amoraim 
Rav Beivai and Rav Beivai bar Abaye. 


BACKGROUND 


Vendor [sidki] — #71: The term sidki is usually referring 
to a peddler who sells small, inexpensive notions such 
as needles for sewing or knitting. Ordinarily, he travels 
from place to place and sells his wares in small towns. 
In cities, he goes house to house. In the context of this 
passage, the word sidki is referring to a retailer who sells 
his merchandise in small quantities. 


LANGUAGE 


Baker [paltor] - aivbs: From the Greek nwAnrip, polètèr, 
which denotes a shopkeeper, one who sells various items. 
In this context, the term is referring to a baker who sells 
what he bakes. 


HALAKHA 


The blood of an unslaughtered animal carcass...is 
ritually pure — Vip NY.. tas D7: The blood of an un- 
slaughtered animal carcass does not impart ritual impu- 
rity as does the carcass itself; rather, it is like impure liquids, 
which according to Torah law do not impart impurity to 
people or vessels. The halakha is in accordance with the 
testimony of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Petora (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 1:4). 


The blood of a creeping animal is like its flesh - 07 
was yw: The blood of a creeping animal is like its 
flesh, i.e., it imparts ritual impurity through physical con- 
tact but does not render food susceptible to contracting 
impurity, in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:3). 
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Rabbi Simon paid Rabbi Eliezer no attention and did not answer him, 
so Rabbi Eliezer went and asked Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, who said 
to him as follows: Up to a quarter-log of blood is pure; more than a 
quarter-log of blood is impure. Rabbi Elazar was displeased that 
Rabbi Simon had not fully reported the teaching to him, so that he 
had to go to Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi to ask about it. 


Rav Beivai’ was sitting and teaching this case of the mule from 

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s household, in which the Sages ruled that the 

blood of a carcass does not render one impure. Rabbi Yitzhak bar 
Kahana wished to clarify the issue and said to him: Up to a quarter- 
log of blood is pure, but more than that is impure? Or did the Sages 

rule that the blood of a carcass is never ritually impure, whatever the 

measure may be? 


The Gemara relates: In response to Rabbi Yitzhak bar Kahana's ques- 
tion, Rav Beivai kicked him. Rabbi Zerika said to him, i.e., to Rav 
Beivai: You kicked him because he asked you a question? He said 
to him: I kicked him because my mind was unsettled, and not be- 
cause he did anything wrong. 


Rav Beivai tries to explain his conduct: As Rabbi Hanan said: “And 
your life shall hang in doubt before you; and you shall fear night and 
day, and shall have no assurance of your life” (Deuteronomy 28:66). 
This verse in the passage of rebuke refers to three increasingly harsh 
levels of poverty: “And your life shall hang in doubt before you”; 
this is one who buys wheat for a year, who has no financial security 
with regard to the following year. “And you shall fear night and day”; 
this is one who buys small amounts of wheat from a vendor,? with 
the attendant concern that he might not have enough for the morrow. 
“And you shall have no assurance of your life”; this is one who buys 
bread from the baker [paltor]' and cannot afford to buy wheat in 
advance to assure even one future meal. 


Rabbi Beivai concluded: And I am in the harshest state, as I rely on 
the baker. For this reason I did not have the presence of mind to re- 
spond appropriately to Rabbi Yitzhak bar Kahana’s question. 


The Gemara asks: What then is the halakhic ruling regarding the rit- 
ual impurity of the blood of an animal carcass? In response, the Ge- 
mara quotes a mishna (Eduyyot 8:1): Rabbi Yehoshua ben Petora 
testified that the blood of an unslaughtered animal carcass is ritu- 
ally pure," which implies that it is ritually pure regardless of the 
amount, even more than a quarter-log. 


The Gemara rejects this answer: What does the mishna mean by ritu- 
ally pure? That such blood is ritually pure in that it does not render 
an item susceptible to impurity." Even though blood is one of the 
seven liquids that render an item susceptible to ritual impurity, the 
blood of an animal carcass is not deemed blood for this purpose. But 
as for imparting ritual impurity by itself, the blood imparts ritual 
impurity, as does the carcass itself. 


The Gemara asks: How can the words of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Petora 
be understood in this way? Didn't we learn elsewhere in a mishna 
(Makhshirin 6:5): The blood of a creeping animal is like its flesh;" 
it imparts ritual impurity to items with which it comes into contact, 
but it does not render an item susceptible to impurity? And we have 
nothing else like it, i.e., there is no other liquid that imparts ritual 
impurity but does not render food susceptible to impurity. The impli- 
cation is that the blood ofan animal carcass would either both impart 
impurity and render an item susceptible to impurity or neither. 


Ritually pure in that it does not render an item susceptible 


ing ritual impurity Gil es it has come into contact with a 
liquid, through the direct intervention of its owner or with his 
approval. There are seven liquids that render food items liable to 
contract ritual impurity: (1) Water (see Leviticus 11:37-38); (2) dew; 
(3) wine; (4) honey; (5) oil; (6) blood; and (7) milk. The latter six 


NOTES 


liquids are listed in a mishna (Makhshirin 6:4) and derived from 
biblical verses. The Gemara here indicates that the blood of an 
unslaughtered animal carcass is not blood that causes food to 
become susceptible to impurity. Only blood that is like water, 
i.e., the blood of a properly slaughtered animal, makes food 
susceptible to contracting ritual impurity. Blood of a carcass does 
not (Korban HaEida). 
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The Gemara answers: When the mishna said that we have noth- 
ing else like a creeping animal, it meant that we have nothing 
else like it with regard to the measure required for its blood to 
confer impurity; the measure ofa creeping animalľ’s blood is the 
same for both: The measure required for its imparting ritual 
impurity is such that its blood imparts ritual impurity like its 
flesh," i.e., in the measure ofa lentil. This is not the case with an 
unslaughtered animal carcass, the flesh of which imparts ritual 
impurity in the measure of an olive-bulk, while its blood imparts 
impurity in the measure of a quarter-log. Consequently, there is 
no contradiction between the mishna in tractate Makhshirin and 
the testimony of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Petora. 


Rabbi Yosei said: Two amora’im disagree about this matter. 
One said a quarter-log of this blood renders one ritually impure, 
and one said that even after contact with this blood, one re- 
mains ritually pure. The one who said it is impure follows the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in a mishna in Eduyyot 5:1. Rabbi Ye- 
huda maintains there that this issue is the subject of a dispute 
between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel. The halakha would fol- 
low the opinion of Beit Hillel, which is that carcass blood does 
confer impurity. And the one who said ritually pure holds like 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Petora, who testified 
(Eduyyot 8:1) that the blood of an animal carcass is ritually pure. 


Rav Avduma of the descenders, i.e., travelers from Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia, bringing with them the Torah taught in 
Eretz Yisrael, said to him: And it is right. That which you ex- 
plained is correct, as Rabbi Yehuda was the halakhic authority 
for the house of the Nasi. Rabbi Yehuda ruled then that the 
blood of the dead mule was pure only because there was less 
than a quarter-log of it. 


§ The mishna taught that the one who collects the funds from 
the Temple treasury chamber must not enter the chamber wear- 
ing clothes that could arouse suspicion, as perhaps one day he 
will become poor and people will say that he was reduced to 
poverty because he had stolen shekels from the chamber. Rabbi 
Yishmael taught a similar halakha in a baraita: One who is curly 
haired must not collect funds from the Temple treasury cham- 
ber" because of the suspicion that he will hide shekels from the 
chamber in his curls. It was taught in another baraita: The 
Temple treasurers would untangle [mefaspesin]' the matted 
locks of the one who collected the funds from the chamber after 
he exited the chamber, to ascertain that no coins were hidden in 
his hair. 


It was taught in yet another baraita that deals with a similar 
suspicion: They would converse with the one collecting the 

funds from the chamber from the time he entered the chamber 
until the time he exited it, so that he should not be able to hide 

money from the chamber in his mouth. The Gemara asks: Why 
not let him fill his mouth with water, so that it would be impos- 
sible for him to insert money into his mouth, and then he would 

not have to speak? Rabbi Tanhuma said: He cannot fill his 

mouth with water because of the blessing" that he must recite 

before collecting the funds from the chamber. 


§ Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahman said in the name of Rabbi Yo- 
natan: We find in the Torah, in the Prophets, and in the Writ- 
ings that a person must appear justified before people as he 
must appear justified before the Omnipresent. From where 
in the Torah is this derived? As it is written: “And you shall be 
guiltless before the Lord and before Israel” (Numbers 32:22). 
From where in the Prophets is this derived? As it is written: 
“The mighty One, God, the Lord, He knows, and Israel shall 
know” (Joshua 22:22). From where in the Writings is this 
derived? As it is written: “So shall you find grace and good 
understanding in the sight of God and man (Proverbs 3:4). 


NOTES 
The measure required for imparting ritual impurity is such 
that its blood imparts ritual impurity like its flesh — yy) 
Wad Kava iath insarw: The measure for the impurity of a 
creeping animal is derived from the verses dealing with these 
impurities. One verse states: “Whoever touches them, when 
they are dead, shall be unclean” (Leviticus 11:31). The word 


“them” implies that creeping animals impart impurity only 


when they are whole. However, the next verse states: “And 
whoever falls upon him of them, when they are dead, shall 
be unclean” (Leviticus 11:32). The phrase “of them” implies 
that even parts of creeping animals impart impurity. The 
Sages reconciled these two seemingly contradictory verses 
as follows: Even parts of creeping animals impart impurity, 
but only ifthey amount to the measure of the smallest whole 
creeping animal. The Sages established this measure as the 
size of a lentil, since the skink, which is the smallest of these 
creeping animals, begins its life at the size of a lentil (Nazir 
52a). The Gemara here concludes that the measure for the 
impurity of its flesh is the same as the measure for the im- 
purity of its blood. 


a 


Skink eggs. The coin gives a sense of the skink’s size when it hatches. 


Blue-tongued skink displaying its tongue 


Because of the blessing — 13337 29: The blessing recited 
over the collection of funds from the Temple treasury cham- 
ber is the same as the blessing recited when separating 
teruma from produce: Blessed are You, Lord our God, King of 
the universe, Who has made us holy through His mitzvot and 
has commanded us concerning teruma. The Sages learned 
from the verse: “Let my mouth be filled with Your praise” 
(Psalms 71:8) that one’s mouth must be empty when he re- 
cites a blessing (Yalkut Shimoni 803; see Berakhot 51a). There- 
fore, the one collecting the funds from the chamber cannot 
fill his mouth with water when he enters the chamber to 
collect the funds. 


_HALAKHA 

One who is curly haired must not collect funds - x5 yup 
diam: One who is curly haired must not collect funds from 
the Temple treasury chamber, so that people will not suspect 
him of having taken shekels from the chamber and hiding 
them in his hair This is in accordance with the baraita (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 2:10, and the comments 
of the Ra’avad and Kesef Mishne). 


LANGUAGE 
letter root, psps, stems from the trilateral, three- letter root, 
psh, which means to divide something into its parts. In con- 
nection to hair, the word denotes the separation of hairs that 
have become tangled. 
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Gamliel Zuga asked Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Bun: Which of these 
verses is the clearest of all the sources that one must be blameless even 
in the eyes of man? The three proof texts say more or less the same 
thing; which is the most unambiguous of the three? Rabbi Yosei bar 
Rabbi Bun said to him: The verse “And you shall be guiltless before 
the Lord and before Israel” is the most unequivocal of all. 


HALAKHA 3. MISHNA Inorder to indicate the importance 
that was attached to the ceremony of the collection of the Temple 
treasury chamber, the mishna relates that the members of the house 
of Rabban Gamliel desired that their shekels be the ones collected 
from the chamber and used for the purchase of the communal offer- 
ings. Each of them would therefore come to the Temple specifically 
on the day of the ceremony of the collection of the chamber, enter the 
chamber with his shekel between his fingers, and toss it in front of 
the one collecting the money so that he would see it and place it in 
the basket containing the money to be taken out of the chamber. Un- 
derstanding what was happening, the one collecting the money from 
the chamber would purposely push this shekel into the basket, so 
that it would later be used to buy communal offerings. 


The one collecting the funds from the chamber may not begin to col- 
lect the money until he asks the Temple treasurers three times: Shall 
I collect the funds, and they say to him: Collect them, collect them, 
collect them, three times. 


The coins were stored in the Temple treasury in three large baskets, 
each measuring nine sea. In the collection of the chamber ceremony, 
coins were removed from these baskets and placed in smaller baskets 
of three sea each that were marked with letters (see the previous mish- 
na on daf 8a). After he collected the funds from the first large basket 
and put them into one of the smaller baskets labeled with the letter alef, 
he immediately covered with a leather cover the large basket from 
which he had removed the money. After collecting funds from the 
second large basket, he covered it with a leather cover as well. But 
after collecting funds from the third large basket, he did not cover it. 


The mishna asks: Why did he cover the first two baskets? In order to 
mark them as already having had funds collected from them. In this 
way, there was no concern that perhaps he would forget and once 
again collect funds from a basket from which funds had already been 
collected. 


The mishna specifies the intent of the one collecting the funds from 
the baskets as he does so: He collected funds from the first basket on 
behalf of the people living in Eretz Yisrael; from the second basket 
on behalf of the people living in the cities near Eretz Yisrael; and from 
the third basket on behalf of the people living in Babylonia, and on 
behalf of the people living in Media, and on behalf of 


the people living in the distant countries. 


GEMARA It was taught in the mishna that the members of the 
house of Rabban Gamliel would arrange that their shekels be the ones 
collected from the chamber and used for the purchase of the commu- 
nal offerings. The Gemara asks: If there were two piles of produce, 
and one separated teruma from one pile on behalf of the other, 
hasn’t he exempted with this teruma the other pile as well? When 
tithing produce, it is not necessary to separate teruma from each pile. 
It suffices to set aside an appropriate measure of teruma from one of 
them, and this counts as teruma for the other as well. Here too, the 
shekels are collected from the chamber not only on behalf of those 
who contributed those specific shekels, but even for those whose 
shekels were not collected. Ifso, why did the members of the house of 
Rabban Gamliel make such efforts to ensure that their shekels be the 
ones collected from the chamber? 
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The Gemara answers: Even so, they got satisfaction from the fact 
that the communal offering was necessarily brought from their 
shekels first. For this reason, they exerted themselves to ensure that 
their shekels were collected from the chamber. 


The Gemara records several halakhot dealing with the collection 
of funds from the Temple treasury chamber. It was taught in a 
baraita: If the one collecting the funds from the chamber mistakenly 
removed the leather covers that he had placed on the large baskets, 
so that now he doesn’t know from which baskets shekels have already 
been collected and from which they have not yet been collected, 
all the shekels in the uncovered baskets take on the status of the 
remainder of the chamber." 


It was taught in another baraita: The third collection of funds from 
the Temple treasury chamber that took place half a month before 
Sukkot was the most abundant of all," as it contained both isteriot,' 
small coins of gold, and darics, large coins of gold. 


It was taught in yet another baraita: He collected funds from the 
first basket on behalf of the people living in Eretz Yisrael and on 
behalf of all of Israel; from the second basket on behalf of the 
people living in the cities [kerakim]' near Eretz Yisrael and on be- 
half of all of Israel; and from the third basket on behalf of the 
people living in Babylonia and Media, and on behalf of those who 
dwelled in the distant countries, and on behalf of all of Israel. 


The Gemara discusses the order in which the funds are taken from 
the baskets. It was taught in a baraita: After shekels were first taken 
from the first basket labeled with an alef, although shekels still re- 
main in the first basket, shekels are taken from the second basket" 
labeled with a beit. After shekels were taken from second basket, 
although shekels still remain in the second basket, shekels are 
taken from the third basket labeled with a gimmel. 


If the third basket is completely emptied, he goes back to take from 
the second basket. If the second basket is completely emptied, 
he goes back to take from the first basket. If all three baskets are 
completely emptied," he goes back to the chamber and takes from 
the shekels that have arrived since the last time shekels were col- 
lected from the chamber. He does not take from the shekels that 
remained in the chamber at the previous ceremony of collection into 
the baskets, as those coins acquired at that point the status of leftover 
shekels, which do not have sanctity. 


Rabbi Meir says: He goes back to take from the leftover shekels. 
Because Rabbi Meir said: The halakhot of misusing consecrated 
property apply even to the leftover shekels," as they remain in their 
sanctified state. Why so? Perhaps they will be needed in the end, 
since if the shekels collected from the chamber are depleted, the 
leftover can be used for the purchase of communal offerings. 


LANGUAGE 

Isteriot — nitxoor: The plural of istera, a half-dinar of 
bronze. From the Greek, otatip, statér, a Greek coin. 
When these coins were made of gold, they were called 
Tyrian money and were equal in value to a sela, or four 
dinars. When they were made of bronze, they were 
called money of the state and were worth one-eighth 
of the stated value of the large coins, or a half-dinar. 


Cities [kerakim] — 0293: A kerakh is a large city, usually 
surrounded by a wall. Some maintain that the word 
stems from the Greek xapak, kharax, which is refer- 
ring to a place fortified by beams. Others argue that it 
derives from a Semitic, or perhaps Assyrian root, and 
that it is related to the root krkh, encirclement. 


HALAKHA 


If all three baskets are completely emptied — why 
ww: The Rambam rules that if the funds in the 
three large baskets are depleted and will not suffice 
for all the communal offerings, funds are taken from 
the remainder of the chamber for this purpose, in ac- 
cordance with the sole dissenting opinion of Rabbi 
Meir. The Kesef Mishne explains why the Rambam does 
not rule in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 2:6, and the 
comment of the Kesef Mishne). 


NOTES 


Take on the status of the remainder of the chamber — v2 
pepe he: Shekels remaining after all the collection of the 
chamber ceremonies have been performed are called the re- 
mainder of the chamber. These are no longer consecrated for 
the purchase of communal offerings and are used for building 
and maintaining communal structures in Jerusalem. In this 
case, if the leather cover has been accidentally removed, there 
is no way of ascertaining whether the shekels have already 
been collected from that basket and no further shekels may 
be collected from that basket for the purchase of communal 
offerings. 


It was the most abundant of all - joa TAVWY AT NT: 
Since this was the last time that funds were removed from the 
chamber, it regularly included the shekels of those who dwelled 
in distant places, who would be late in bringing their shekels. As 
the mishna in the previous chapter explained (daf 5a), the Sages 


permitted those living in distant places to combine their half- 


shekels into larger gold coins in order to make it easier to bring 
them to Jerusalem. Consequently, many of the coins removed 
on this occasion were of gold (Tiklin Hadatin). 


Although shekels remain in the first basket, shekels are 
taken from the second basket — bon TIVK WY 5 by qs 
777 pA: The money in the first basket would sometimes suffice 
for the purchase of all the communal offerings for that year. But 
if all the shekels were taken from the first basket, no shekels 


would have to be taken from the other baskets. In such a case, 


those whose shekels were in the second or third baskets would 
not be included in the communal offerings. For this reason, the 
Sages said that funds should be taken from all three baskets, so 
that all of Israel would have a part in the communal offerings 
(Rabbeinu Meshulam; Tiklin Hadatin). 


The halakhot of misusing consecrated property apply to the 


leftover shekels - oy» pwa Dyin: It is a Torah prohibition to 
misuse consecrated property (see Leviticus 5:14-16). The details 
of these halakhot are spelled out in tractate Meʻila. Anyone 
who unwittingly benefits from a consecrated object or dam- 
ages it through illicit use is guilty of misuse of a consecrated 
object. He must repay the Temple for the loss he causes or 
the benefit he gains, plus pay a fine of one-fifth of the value 
of the loss or the benefit. He must also bring a special sacri- 
fice, a guilt-offering, for the misuse. Ordinarily, a consecrated 
object that was misused loses its sanctity, and that sanctity 
is transferred to the money that the offender returns to the 
Temple. 

According to some authorities, one who intentionally mis- 
uses a consecrated object is liable to receive death at the hand 
of Heaven. Others maintain that he is liable to receive lashes. 
He does not achieve atonement through an offering and the 
fine of an additional fifth. 
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PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Pinehas ben Yair - x? ya DM39 1: A Sage of the 
Mishna, Rabbi Pinehas ben Yair was recognized as a miracle 
worker and one of the most righteous men of all generations. 

Rabbi Pinehas was a contemporary of Rabbi Shimon bar 
Yohai. According to one reading of the Gemara, he was his 
son-in-law. According to other sources, he appears to have 
been his father-in-law. He was admired by all the Sages even 
in his lifetime. So many miraculous tales are told about him 
that the Talmud says: How much greater was this man than 
Moses our master. 

The Talmud relates that Rabbi Pinehas ben Yair's donkey 
would refuse to eat of grain that had not been tithed (see 13b). 

Few of Rabbi Pinehas' teachings have been preserved. The 
most famous of them is what he states here about the steps 
that one must take in order to perfect his character and ulti- 
mately reach prophecy and the coming of the Messiah. 


HALAKHA =—————————_- 
Cleanliness leads to purity - 71710 mph mean mvp: Although 
according to the letter of the law it is permitted to eat ritually 
impure foods and drink ritually impure beverages when one 
will not be entering the Temple or coming into contact with 
holy objects, the pious men of the early generations ate their 
ordinary food in ritual purity and avoided impurity throughout 
heir lives. They were called perushim, meaning those who 
engage in perisha, abstinence. Abstinence leads to purity of 
he body, and purity of the body leads to holiness of the soul, 
and holiness of the soul causes one to resemble the Divine 
Presence. This is in accordance with the words of Rabbi Pinehas 
ben Yair in the Jerusalem Talmud (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhalim 17:12, and the comment of the Kesef Mishne). 
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§ Since the previous mishna deals with the obligation to be guilt- 
less even in the eyes of men and this mishna speaks of the alacrity 
displayed by the members of the house of Rabban Gamliel when 
they gave their shekels, the Gemara brings a baraita dealing with 
worthy traits, including the trait of alacrity: And so Rabbi Pinehas 
ben Yair’ would say:" Alacrity in the proper performance of 
the mitzvot leads to cleanliness" of the soul, so that one will not 
sin. Cleanliness of the soul and refraining from all sin leads 
to purity, ™ so that one purifies his soul from his previous sins. 
Purity leads to holiness. Holiness leads to humility, as one 
recognizes his lowliness. 


Humility leads to fear of sin," because when one recognizes his 
inferiority, he becomes more fearful of sin and is careful to avoid 
temptation. Fear of sin leads to piety, as one begins to impose 
upon himself stringencies beyond the letter of the law. Piety leads 
to the holy spirit, because when one acts in a manner that goes 
beyond the letter of the law, Heaven acts with him in a way that is 
not natural to man, and informs him of the secrets of the Torah 
through divine inspiration. The holy spirit leads to the resurrec- 
tion of the dead," because the spirit of holiness and purity that 
descend upon him enter the bones of the deceased and resurrect 
them. The resurrection of the dead that will precede the arrival 
of the Messiah leads to the coming of the Prophet Elijah, of 
blessed memory, who will herald the upcoming redemption. 


The Gemara adduces proof texts for each of the previous state- 
ments: Alacrity leads to cleanliness of the soul, as it is written: 
“And when he has made an end of atoning” (Leviticus 16:20). 

“He has made an end” denotes alacrity; since one hastens to bring 
the process to conclusion, he achieves atonement, which cleanses 
the souls of sinners of their iniquities. Cleanliness leads to pu- 
rity, as it is written with regard to the offering that a woman 
brings after her days of impurity and purity that follow childbirth 
(Leviticus 12): “And the priest shall make atonement for her, 
and she shall be pure” (Leviticus 12:8). Once she finishes the 
process of her atonement, that is to say, once she cleanses herself 
of sin, she reaches purity. 


NOTES 


And so Rabbi Pinehas ben Yair would say - Dm5 9217797 421 
‘Wai PR? Ja: Different versions of this homily, “attributed to 
Rabbi Pinehas ben Yair, appear in a number of places in the 
Talmud (see Avoda Zara 20b and Mishna Sota 9:15, where this 
baraita has been appended to the mishna). In other versions, 
he teaching begins with the statement that Torah study leads 
o zehirut, vigilance. The Ramhal, whose master work, Mesillat 
Yesharim, is a developed explication of this baraita, explains 
hat although many versions do not have this statement, it is 
obvious that the study of Torah is the underpinning of perfec- 
ion of the individual. He writes that it is left out here because it 
is qualitatively different from the other traits in the list, as they 
make up a hierarchy of spiritual virtues. 


Cleanliness — mp3: This means cleanliness from all iniquity 
(Rashi on Avoda Zara 20b) and from all evil thoughts (Ra’a; 
Riaz). Rabbi Ya'akov Emden adds that this also includes cleanli- 
ness of body and clothing, which is also a contributing factor 
to the perfection of one’s soul. 


Purity — myw: Rashi explains that purity is a more elevated 
attribute than cleanliness, as purity connotes absolute cleanli- 
ness, free of any blemish whatsoever (Avoda Zara 20b). Rabbi 
Ya'akov Emden understands that purity is referring to matters 
of purity prescribed by the Torah, as opposed to matters that 
one would arrive at by reason, as is the case with cleanliness. 
Pious men of the early generations were meticulous about 


maintaining ritual purity, as it can purify the soul. A later au- 
thority (Responsa Maharashdam, Orah Hayyim 17) explains 
that purity here is referring to conduct such as was practiced 
by the pious people, who ate their non-sanctified food in a 
state of ritual purity. 


Humility leads to fear of sin — xen ANY > mean may: 
A humble person does not regard himself as a perfect human 
being who will not sin; rather, he is fearful and flees from 
iniquity. Alternatively, since he does not ascribe importance 
to himself, and what is truly important to him is the will 
and honor of God, he fears doing anything that runs coun- 
ter to God's will. This in turn brings him to the level of piety, 
where his world is comprised exclusively of divine matters. 
He may then become God's chariot, and the Holy spirit rests 
upon him from on High (see Maharashdam, Orah Hayyim 17; 
Mesillat Yesharim). 


Leads to the resurrection of the dead — nynn mp mera 
ona: This means that he will merit to resurrect the dead 
through his prayers, as did the prophets, the righteous, and 
the Sages of the Mishna (Nimmukei Yosef). The Maharashdam 
explains that this also means he will cause others to repent, 
as the wicked are considered as if they were dead. He, in turn, 
resurrects their souls. This is in keeping with the Sages’ state- 
ment: Any person who has the fear of Heaven, his words are 
heeded (Berakhot 6b). 
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Purity leads to holiness, as it is written with regard to the 
High Priest’s sprinkling of the blood of his bull and goat of- 
ferings on the golden altar on Yom Kippur: “And he shall 
purify it, and hallow it” (Leviticus 16:19), teaching that pu- 
rity is followed by holiness. Holiness leads to humility, as it 
is written: “For thus says the High and Lofty One that in- 
habits eternity, Whose name is Holy: I dwell on high and 
in a holy place, yet with him also that is of a contrite and 
humble spirit” (Isaiah 57:15). God’s holiness is drawn to a 
contrite and humble spirit. 


Humility leads to fear of sin, as it is written: “The reward of 
humility is the fear of the Lord” (Proverbs 22:4). Fear of sin 
leads to piety, as it is written: “But the loving-kindness 
[hesed] of the Lord is from everlasting to everlasting upon 
those who fear Him” (Psalms 103:17). The recognition of 
God’s loving-kindness indicates piety [hasidut], which results 
from fear of God. 


Piety leads to the holy spirit, as it is written: “Then You 
spoke in vision to Your pious ones” (Psalms 89:20). The 
holy spirit leads to the resurrection of the dead, as it is 
written: “And I shall put My spirit in you, and you shall 
live” (Ezekiel 37:14). The resurrection of the dead leads 
to the coming of the Prophet Elijah, of blessed memory, as 
it is written: “Behold, I will send you Elijah the Prophet 
before the coming of the great and terrible day of the 
Lord” (Malachi 3:23). The day referred to here is the day of 
the resurrection of the dead. 


The Gemara concludes the chapter with a different discussion 
of virtues: It was taught in a baraita in the name of Rabbi 
Meir: Anyone who lives permanently in Eretz Yisrael, and 
speaks the holy tongue, and eats the fruits of Eretz Yisrael 
in purity, and recites Shema in the morning and in the 
evening, will receive the tidings and assurances that he is 
one who has merited of the World-to-Come. 
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The ceremony of the collection of the chamber took place three times a year, two 
weeks before each of the three pilgrim Festivals. While this procedure served a practi- 
cal purpose in the administration of the Temple, the details of the ceremony and its 
timing were established in a way that served to publicize the matter among the Jew- 
ish people. The ceremony was set at times that matched the arrival of the collected 
shekels from different parts of the world, first from Eretz Yisrael and subsequently 
from the Diaspora. 


On each occasion of the ceremony, the shekels were set aside and placed into three 
baskets, each one measuring three sea and labeled with one of the letters of the 
alphabet so the order in which they were filled would be remembered. Funds were 
later removed from these baskets as needed by the Temple, but the order of the 
baskets was preserved. Money was withdrawn from each basket following the order 


in which it had been filled. 


Although the one who entered the chamber to perform the ceremony was certainly a 
trustworthy and honest person, various precautionary measures were taken to render 
it impossible for him to keep any of the money for himself. These steps were taken to 
ensure that the integrity of the Temple administration was maintained. 


In passing, the Gemara clarified some of the laws dealing with animal tithes, as the 
deadlines for animal tithes parallel the dates for the collection of the chamber. An- 
other issue that is explicated in this chapter is the minimal measure of a cup of wine 
used for a mitzva, as in kiddush and at the Passover seder. This measure is a quarter-log. 
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This chapter deals primarily with the different uses of the shekels collected yearly 
and stored in the Temple treasury. In the triannual ceremony of the collection of 
the chamber, some of the shekels were placed in three baskets. The shekels that were 
not placed in the baskets were known as the remains of the chamber. They were 
used to fund various important projects not necessarily directly connected with the 
sacrificial service, including the maintenance of the Temple and public works in the 
holy city of Jerusalem. 


The Gemara elaborates on which expenses were borne by each fund, following the 
fundamental distinction that the collection of the chamber was mostly allocated to 
the purchase of offerings, while the remains of the chamber were largely dedicated 
to infrastructure. One topic that receives extensive attention is the payment to all 
the artisans and workmen who performed their tasks for the Temple. As the money 
in the treasury was consecrated, there were difficulties that had to be overcome for 
these payments to be made. 


Another issue that is clarified is the correct protocol for surpluses that remained at 
the end of the year. If more money was set aside in the collection of the chamber 
than was actually used, there would be leftover money, the use of which needed to 
be determined. Likewise, if enough shekels had been contributed, it was likely that 
there would be a surplus of the remains of the chamber. The Gemara addresses what 
should be done with these surpluses. 


Besides the surplus shekels, the chapter also focuses on what should be done with 
additional monies the Temple received from various donations and investments. 
Additionally, the chapter addresses not only surplus funds but also surplus items 
bought with those funds. For example, the incense that was purchased with shekels 
from one year could be offered only in that year. At the end of the year there remained 
at least a small amount that had not been used. This chapter explains what was done 
with that incense. 


The Gemara also considers cases in which animals were donated to the Temple 
treasury and consecrated for Temple maintenance. Such animals, if they were valid 
to be used as offerings, were not to be used for Temple maintenance, but they also 
were not to be used for sacrificial purposes, since they were not consecrated as such. 
The Gemara addresses how to deal with such situations. 


Although tangential to the chapter’s main discussion, the Gemara also examines 
the question whether offerings must come from animals raised in Eretz Yisrael or, at 
least under duress, animals raised abroad may be offered. As always in the Gemara, 
additional issues arise in the course of argument and are discussed in this chapter. 


Introduction to 
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HALAKHAI1:MISHNA Atcertain times of the year, half- 
shekels that had been donated to the Temple and stored in a cham- 
ber in the Temple were collected in order to be used for various 
purposes. The mishna asks: The collection of half-shekels, what 
would they do with it?" They would purchase animals for the 
daily offerings, which were offered each morning and afternoon; 
and for the additional offerings, which were offered on Shabbat, 
the New Moon, and Festivals; and wine for their libations; barley 
for the omer’ meal-offering; and wheat for both the two loaves" 
offered on Shavuot and the shewbread;" and animals for all the 
communal offerings." 


§ The guards of the sefihin, grain that grew without being pur- 
posely planted, during the Sabbatical Year," ensured that people 
did not take this ownerless grain, so that it remained available to 
be used for the omer and the offering of the two loaves. They col- 
lect their wages from the collection of the Temple treasury 
chamber." Rabbi Yosei says: One who so desires may even vol- 
unteer his services and guard the grain as an unpaid bailee. The 
Rabbis said to him: Even you must say that the omer and the two 
loaves come only 


HALAKHA 


The collection of half-shekels, what would they do with it- n»awa prad: During the Sabbatical Year, when all produce 


Aa pwiy va ma marin: What did they do wi 


h the half-shekels that grows in the fields is ownerless, the courts hire watchmen 


collected from the chamber on beha f of the Temple treasury? to guard some of the wheat and barley in order to be able to 


They purchased the animals for the daily 


he wine for their libations and the salt with 
salt the offerings. They also used this money 


hey purchased the omer offering, the two lo 
he scapegoat, and the strip of scarlet wool 


Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:1). 


not enough wood had been donated to the Temple, to buy 
he ingredients for the incense and the shewbread, and even 
o pay the wages for those who prepared them. Additionally, 


head on Yom Kippur. This is in accordance with the mishna and 
Gemara (Ketubot 106a) as well as other sources (Rambam Sefer 


offerings, the ad- offer the omer and the two loaves, which were made from 


ditional offerings, and all other communal offerings, as wellas the new crop of grain grown in Eretz Yisrael (Rambam Sefer 


which they would Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:5). 


o purchase wood > ; 
P Guards of the sefihin...collect their wages from the col- 


lection of the Temple treasury chamber - ...prvaD iw 
mawn TNM paw prvin: They would not allow anyone to 
volunteer his services to guard the sefihin, due to the con- 
cern that others would forcefully take the produce from 
them. Therefore, the Sages instituted that the watchmen re- 
ceive their wages from the Temple treasury, so that people 
would respect their office and refrain from taking the pro- 
duce they were guarding (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 


aves, the red heifer, 
that was tied to its 


The guards of the sefihin during the Sabbatical Year -3w  Shekalim 4:6). 


NOTES 


The omer - vaiyit: The omer is a meal-offering that was of- of the twelve loaves that were placed on the golden table 


ered every year on the sixteenth of Nisan 


permitted to eat from the new crop of gra 


Torah law (see Leviticus 23:10-14). 


from an omer, i.e, inside the Sanctuary. When the priests arranged the shew- 


one-tenth of an ephah, of barley. The priest took a handful of bread on the table on Shabbat, they placed two bowls of 
he flour and burned it on the altar, while the rest was given _ frankincense on it as well. The following Shabbat, when they 
o the priests to eat. Once the omer offering is brought, it is removed the bread, they offered the frankincense and di- 


in that had grown vided the shewbread among the priests. The Hebrew name 


hat year. Until then, eating from the new crop is prohibited by for the shewbread, lehem happanim, is derived from the 


word panim, which can refer to walls or corners. It is a refer- 
ence to the unusual shape of the bread (Menakhot 96a; see 


The two loaves - ond m: The two loaves were offered in Rashi there). Alternatively, its name is derived from the word 


he Temple on Shavuot. They were made from the new crop 
of wheat that had grown that year. The loaves were leavened 
bread, and each one consisted of an omer of fine flour. The 
oaves were not offered on the altar; rather, they were waved 
in the four directions as well as up and down. Along with these 
oaves, a bull, two rams, and seven sheep were sacrificed as 
burnt-offerings; two sheep were sacrificed as peace-offerings; 
and a ram was sacrificed as a sin-offering. After all of these 
offerings were sacrificed, the priests were permitted to eat 
he two loaves. 


The shewbread - 0257 on: The shewbread consisted 


penim inside, as the shewbread was placed inside the Sanc- 
tuary (HaKetav VeHakabbala). It is also known as the lehem 
hatamid, the continuous bread, as it was in the Sanctuary 
continuously. 


And all the communal offerings - naya nump boy: Included 
in this category is the incense as well as the wages for those 
who prepared it (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura; Korban HaEida). 
The same is true for the salt that was used to salt the offerings 
and any wood that had not been donated privately for the 
pyre on the altar and had to be purchased with communal 
funds (Me‘iri). 
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HALAKHA 


And these families took the initiative and donated wood 
from their own property - bw oxy 3AN shes ray) 
pasy: Some families had a set day during the year when 
they would go out to the forests and collect wood for the 
pyre on the altar. On that day, they would also sacrifice 
voluntary offerings. This was known as the offering of the 
wood. The families treated that day like a holiday and re- 
frained from delivering eulogies, fasting, and performing 
labor (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 6:9). 
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from communal funds and not from any one individual. If one 
were to volunteer his services, he would acquire the grain for 
himself by guarding it and transporting it to the Temple. In that 
case, these offerings would have come from an individual. So that 
the offerings come solely from communal funds, the guards must 
receive payment from the half-shekels removed from the chamber. 


GEMARA The mishna mentions a dispute about whether an 
individual may volunteer his services and guard the grain to be used 
for the omer and the two loaves. This dispute depends on whether 
something owned or donated by an individual may be brought as 
a communal offering. With regard to this issue, the Gemara cites a 
baraita related to a mishna (Ta anit 26a). The mishna lists days on 
which special offerings were brought, including wood donated on 
a regular basis by particular families for use on the altar. This time 
period was referred to as the time of the wood of the priests and of 
the nation. It was taught in a baraita: Why was the time of the 
wood of the priests" and of the nation fit to be counted in the 
mishna when any individual may donate wood at any time? What 
makes these families and these times unique? 


The baraita explains: Rather, at the time that the Jewish people 
ascended from the Babylonian exile and returned to Eretz Yisrael 
with Ezra, they did not find wood in the Temple chamber of wood 
for the altar, due to a lack of funds in the Temple treasury. And 
these families took the initiative and donated wood from their 
own property" and gave it to the community; and they offered 
communal offerings with it. And the prophets among them 
stipulated with them that, in the future, even ifthe chamber were 
full of wood, if these families took the initiative and donated 
wood from their own property, the offerings would be brought 
using only theirs first. Consequently, the baraita indicates that 
communal offerings may come from individual funds. 


Rabbi Aha said: This baraita is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei, as Rabbi Yosei says: One who so desires may even 
volunteer his services and guard the grain as an unpaid bailee. 
However, according to the opinion of the Rabbis, which maintains 
that one may not donate his services, an individual may not donate 
the wood for the pyre on the altar. Rabbi Yosei, an amora, said in 
the name of Rabbi Ila: That baraita is a statement accepted by all. 
If so, with regard to what do the Rabbis and Rabbi Yosei, the tanna, 
disagree?" With regard to the offering itself. However, with re- 
gard to items that merely facilitate an offering, everyone agrees 
that an individual offering may be changed to a communal offer- 
ing, i.e., that an individual may donate items that facilitate the 
sacrifice of a communal offering. 


NOTES 


The time of the wood of the priests — D715 *¥y pay: During the 
time of Ezra and Nehemiah, there were families that volunteered 
to donate wood offerings to the Temple at specific times of the 
year, due to financial pressures facing the Temple treasury. The 
mishna lists their names (Ta‘anit 26a). Eventually, donations of 
wood were no longer necessary. Still, the days on which these 
families donated the wood were established for them as days of 
family celebration, and they continued to donate wood to the 
Temple at these times. The mishna lists nine days on which these 
families contribute the wood for use on the altar. 


With regard to what do the Rabbis and Rabbi Yosei disagree - 
pros ma: There is the following distinction, between offerings, 
about which the tanna‘im disagree whether or not an individual 
offering may be changed into a communal offering, and items 
that facilitate the sacrificing of an offering, which all agree may 
be donated by an individual: A communal offering must come 


from public funds, as the public cannot fulfill its obligation or re- 
ceive atonement, even after the fact, with an offering that is not 
its own. Some tanna’‘im held that the offering of an individual 
should not be used for a communal offering, due to a concern 
that that the individual would not fully intend to transfer its 
ownership to the public. However, with regard to items that 
facilitate the sacrificing of an offering, even if they belong to 
an individual, they do not prevent the offering from being valid 
after the fact. Therefore, all agree that there is no reason to be 
concerned lest an individual not fully intend to transfer the 
item (Mikdash David, Kodashim 35). Some explain that since the 
main concern is to negate the opinion of the Sadducees that 
the daily offering may come from an individual (see Menahot 
65a), there was concern only with regard to the offering itself, 
but not with regard to the items that facilitate its sacrifice (Hazon 
Nahum). 
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The Gemara raises a similar issue. It was taught in a baraita: In the 
case ofa woman who made a tunic, one of the priestly vestments, for 
her son" to wear while he serves in the Temple, the tunic is valid. 
However, since the priestly vestments must come from communal 
funds, the priest may use his mother’s tunic in the Temple only pro- 
vided that she completely transfers ownership of the tunic to the 
community. 


Rabbi Aha said: This baraita is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei, as Rabbi Yosei says: One who so desires may donate 
even his services and guard the grain as an unpaid watchman. Rabbi 
Yosei, an amora, said in the name of Rabbi Ila: That baraita is a state- 
ment accepted by all. If so, with regard to what do the Rabbis and 
Rabbi Yosei disagree? With regard to the offering itself. However, 
with regard to items that merely facilitate an offering, everyone 
agrees that an individual offering may be changed to a communal 
offering. 


A baraita disagrees with Rabbi Aha’s explanation of the dispute be- 
tween Rabbi Yosei and the Rabbis: Those days of family celebrations, 
on the occasion of donating wood for the altar, are observed both 
during the time when one can bring an offering, i.e., when the Tem- 
ple stands, and during the time when no offering can be brought, i.e., 
when there is no Temple; nevertheless the family still holds a celebra- 
tion on those dates. Rabbi Yosei says: They are observed only dur- 
ing the time of offering. This baraita demonstrates that even the 
Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Yosei, admit that individuals can 
donate wood for the pyre, which is why they celebrated this event 
during the time of the Temple. 


The Gemara cites an additional source with regard to this topic, as it 
was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok, 
said: We were among the descendants of Senaah," son of the tribe 
of Benjamin, a family that donated wood to the Temple on the tenth 
of Av. And one year, the Ninth of Av occurred on Shabbat, and we 
postponed the fast until the conclusion of Shabbat, in accordance 
with the halakha. And we fasted but did not complete the fast, due 
to our family celebration. Apparently, the family continued to com- 
memorate the offering of wood even after the destruction of the 
Temple, as there was no fast of the Ninth of Av while the Temple stood. 
Had the original donation of wood been only for individual offerings, 
the celebration of that donation would not have continued after the 
destruction of the Temple. Therefore, this baraita indicates that Rab- 
bi Ila’s understanding is correct, and even the Rabbis agree that with 
regard to items that facilitate an offering, an individual offering may 
be changed into a communal offering. 


§ The mishna teaches that the collection of the Temple treasury was 
used to purchase the necessary items for the omer, and the two loaves, 
and the shewbread, and all communal offerings, as well as for the 
salary of those guarding the sefihin. We learned in a mishna there 
(Menahot 83b): All the grain for individual and communal offerings 
may come both from Eretz Yisrael and from outside of Eretz Yis- 
rael. It may come both from new grain that grew after the offering of 
the omer the previous year and from old grain, except for the omer 
itself and the two loaves," which may come only from new grain and 
from Eretz Yisrael. 


Rav Huna said in the name of Rabbi Yirmeya: The mishna is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, as Rabbi Yishmael 
says: The omer may not come from Syria® or any other location 
outside of Eretz Yisrael. 


We were among the descendants of Senaah — 
my3: Had the donation of the wood been considered merely 
an individual donation, the day of its donation would have 
been celebrated during the time of the Temple, but not after 
its destruction. From the fact that the practice continued even 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


A woman who made a tunic for her son - Anwyw nw 
mah mina: The priestly vestments must be ‘purchased 
with communal funds. An individual who wanted to 
donate a garment for a priest first had to donate it to the 
community. Only then was the priest permitted to use it 
for service in the Temple, in accordance with the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:7). 


Except for the omer and the two loaves — vaiyit ya yn 
ond mI: All meal-offerings and libations may come 
from produce grown in Eretz Yisrael or abroad, and they 
may be produced from the old or new crop, as long as 
they are of high quality. The exception is the omer and the 
two loaves, which must come from new grain and from 
Eretz Yisrael, in accordance with the mishna in tractate 
Menahot (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 
6:15 and Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:5, 8:2). 


BACKGROUND 


Syria — X1: Syria is the name used in the Mishna and 
Gemara to refer to the lands north and northeast of Eretz 
Yisrael that were conquered by King David. Their biblical 
names for these areas are Aram, Aram of Damascus, and 
Aram-Tzobah. Talmudic Syria includes much of modern- 
day Syria and Lebanon, although the border of Eretz 
Yisrael was farther north than the border of the State of 
Israel. Syria has an intermediate halakhic status; it has a 
lesser level of sanctity than Eretz Yisrael but some of the 
halakhot pertaining to the Land apply to it. Some authori- 
ties account for this status by explaining that since it was 
conquered by King David, it is classified as the conquest 
of an individual, rather than as the conquest of the whole 
people of Israel. 


View of Syria as seen from the Golan Heights 


92107 IX after the destruction, even to the point of delaying the fast, it is 


clear that the donation was considered a communal offering. 


The omer may not come from Syria - ja KA WaiyT px 
xT: Rabbi Yishmael holds that the omer may not come 


from grain grown anywhere outside of Eretz Yisrael. He 
nonetheless specified that it may not come from Syria, in 
order to indicate that although Syria is like Eretz Yisrael 
for some matters, the barley used for the omer may not be 
grown there. 
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HALAKHA 
Eretz Yisrael is more sanctified than all other lands - yq% 
nivawa dan nonpa bie: The sanctity of Eretz Yisrael is 
expressed: through the fact that the omer, the first fruits, and 
the two loaves may be brought only from produce grown in 


Eretz Yisrael (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 7:12). 


Harvesting of the omer...as it is a mitzva — YWaiya py 
mya xi: The omer must be harvested on the night of the 
sixteenth of Nisan, whether it occurs during the week or on 
Shabbat, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:6). 


88  PEREKIV-10A-291"199 


VIS fT Dw Wy an jan 
a mise ban menpn bier 
Tian PRIR - ADIP wn 
m0 ond me ONAN yI 
127 INT ban 12 pwan pew 
bevawy ATT Oy a OWS KT 
“DIT pes ON bya ITN 

xI Na 


mg anis brynwr 937 JIA pan 
KY? DT VYP AX - MW wn 
MY KITO WYT VYP 


OKYDD IT MAY TS INYRY II 
OVD A KI WYT PX NT 
WWT PIP NE ONT MILT 

ya KT 


MMS! PPIP IVW KIN JNN 
1a) - mawy nanan pew poia 
NIT ADP a AY won OKY 
PEIN- KDI NYA xb onan 

Deye yay papa pix 


The Gemara cites a similar discussion. We learned in a mishna 

there (Kelim 1:6): There are ten levels of sanctity. Eretz Yisrael is 

more sanctified than all other lands.” And through what halakha 

is its sanctity expressed? It is evident in the halakha that they must 
bring from it the omer, the first fruits, and the two loaves, which 

may not be brought from the produce of any other lands. Rabbi 

Hiyya said in the name of Rabbi Yirmeya: This mishna is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, as Rabbi Yishmael 

said: The omer may not come from Syria or any other location 

outside of Eretz Yisrael. 


Similarly, we learned elsewhere in a mishna (Shevi‘it 1:4) that 

Rabbi Yishmael says that the verse “In plowing time and in harvest 
you shall rest” (Exodus 34:21) is not referring to the prohibition 

against farming the land during the Sabbatical Year, as the Rabbis 

explain. Rather, it is referring to the prohibition against performing 
labor on Shabbat. The reason that the verse mentions these two 

particular forms of labor is to teach that just as the plowing that is 

prohibited on Shabbat is an otherwise voluntary act, as plowing is 

never required by the Torah, so too, the harvesting that is prohib- 
ited on Shabbat is voluntary. The harvesting of the omer is ex- 
cluded from the prohibition, as it is a mitzva." The barley for the 

omer must be harvested on the sixteenth of Nisan, even if it occurs 

on Shabbat. 


Rabbi Yishmael is consistent with his own opinion in this matter, 
as it is Rabbi Yishmael who said: The omer may not come from 

Syria or any other location outside of Eretz Yisrael. This is consis- 
tent with his opinion stated elsewhere, as he said: The harvesting 

of the omer is excluded from the prohibition on Shabbat, as it is a 

mitzva. Since Rabbi Yishmael requires that the omer come from 

Eretz Yisrael, it must be permitted to harvest it during the Sabbati- 
cal Year, despite the fact that harvesting is generally prohibited 

during the Sabbatical Year. This is consistent with Rabbi Yishmael’s 

opinion that the omer is excluded from the category of prohibited 

labor on Shabbat because harvesting it is a mitzva; the same holds 

true for the Sabbatical Year as well. 


The Gemara asks with regard to the mishna: Who is the tanna who 
taught: The guards of sefihin during the Sabbatical Year collect 
their wages from the collection of the Temple treasury chamber? 
It is Rabbi Yishmael. It is apparent from the mishna that the omer 
must come from Eretz Yisrael; otherwise, there would be no need 
to hire guards to ensure that there be barley available to use, as it 
could be imported from outside Eretz Yisrael. Rabbi Yosei said: 
The mishna is a statement accepted by all, even by those who hold 
that the omer may be brought from outside of Eretz Yisrael. Accord- 
ing to this opinion, if they could not find barley in Syria or any- 
where else outside of Eretz Yisrael, they would bring the omer from 
sefihin that were in Eretz Yisrael." Therefore, the guards were still 
necessary. 


NOTES 


They would bring the omer from sefihin that were in Eretz 
Yisrael — Sew YIH PwD pit pI: Produce grown 
during the Sabbatical Year has certain level of sanctity. In light 
of the principle that an obligatory offering must come from 
unconsecrated items, it is difficult to understand how the omer 
could be brought from such produce. A possible explanation is 


that only offerings that provide atonement, such as sin-offerings, 
guilt-offerings, and even burnt-offerings and peace-offerings 
must be brought from unconsecrated items. However, the omer 
is brought to permit eating the new grain and not to provide 
atonement, and therefore it is not subject to this principle (Rav 
Menahem Zemba, Otzar HaSifra). 
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Since it is permitted to harvest the omer even during the 
Sabbatical Year, the Gemara asks: With regard to that omer, 
if it becomes clear that there are no sefihin in a particular Sab- 
batical Year, what is the halakha concerning planting it ab initio? 
When Rabbi Hiyya bar Adda heard this question, he asked, in 
the presence of Rabbi Mana: In general, a handful of a meal- 
offering is burned on the altar, and the remainder of the meal- 
offering may be eaten by the priests. If the remainder may not be 
eaten by the priests, the entire offering is invalid. In the case 
under discussion, if one were to plant barley during the Sab- 
batical Year, would it not be comparable to the case ofa handful 
of a meal-offering whose remainder may not be eaten," as it is 
prohibited to eat produce that is planted during the Sabbatical 
Year? 


Rabbi Mana said to him: The omer is nonetheless valid, as it 
becomes like the five offerings that may be brought in a state 
of ritual impurity but may not be eaten in a state of impurity. 
There is a mishna in tractate Pesahim (76b) that lists five com- 
munal offerings that are offered in a state of impurity under 
certain circumstances; however, they may not be eaten ina state 
of impurity. Similarly, the omer that is brought from barley that 
was planted during the Sabbatical Year is valid, despite the fact 
that after the handful is burned on the altar, the remainder of the 
meal mixture may not be eaten. 


§} The Gemara asks: How does the treasurer do this, i.e., pay the 
salaries to the guards and harvesters from the chamber collec- 
tion? The money in the Temple treasury is consecrated property, 
and consecrated property may be desacralized only through 
redemption (Arakhin 33a). The Gemara answers: He takes mon- 
ey from the money changer and gives that money as payment 
to the harvesters and to the guards before the omer is offered. 
Once the time for offering the omer arrives, he brings money 
from the collection of the Temple treasury chamber and desa- 
cralizes it by transferring its sanctity onto the barley that is to 
be used for the omer. This money now becomes unconsecrated 
and is used to repay the money changer. 


The Gemara asks: Is this acceptable?" The monetary value of 
the omer, which is used to desacralize the funds, is far less than 
the amount paid to the harvesters and guards. The Gemara an- 
swers. Rabbi Aha said in the name of Rabbi Ba: Whatever the 
treasurer gives them as payment is considered to be its mone- 
tary value’ from the beginning of the process, even if the barley 
is worth considerably less on the open market. 


On a similar note, it was taught in a baraita: It is even so with 

regard to stoneworkers, who hew stones from mountains and 

cut them for use in the Temple. They too receive their salary from 

the Temple treasury. How does the treasurer do this? He takes 

money as a loan from a money changer and gives it as payment 

to the ledgemen and to the stonecutters" before the stone is 

placed on the row [dimos]! that is being built. Once it is placed 

on the row, he brings money from the collection of the cham- 
ber and desacralizes it onto the stones. In this way, the stones 

become consecrated and the money becomes unconsecrated. 
That money is then used to repay the money changer. 


The Gemara asks: Is this acceptable? The workers are paid for 
all their labor, yet some of the stones become broken and unfit 
for use. Therefore, the amount of money spent by the treasury 
is more than the actual value of the stones placed on the struc- 
ture of the Temple. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Bun, said in the 
name of Shmuel: Whatever the treasurer gives them as pay- 
ment is considered to be the monetary value of the stones from 
the beginning. The value of the stones that are used includes the 
value of the stones that broke during the process. 


HALAKHA 


A handful of a meal-offering whose remainder may not be 
eaten — pha% yxy oyw by yaipa: If one took the handful 
of a meal-offering, and the remainder of the offering subse- 
quently became ritually impure, was burned, was removed 
from the Temple courtyard, or was lost, the handful may not 
be offered on the altar. However, if it was offered, the offering 
is accepted. If even a small amount of the remainder is fit to 
be eaten, one may offer the original handful on the altar, but 
the remainder may not be eaten (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:20). 


He takes money from a money changer and gives it as pay- 
ment to the ledgemen and to the stonecutters, etc. — bon 
api pone pas ind niana niyi: One may not desacralize 
consecrated property by using it to pay a laborer his wages. 
Rather, one must desacralize it onto money. Therefore, an ar- 
tisan who performs labor for the Temple may not be given a 
consecrated animal or garment as his wages. Rather, these items 
must be desacralized onto money; once they are no longer 
consecrated, they may be given to the artisan as his wages. The 
Temple treasurer may then buy back the animal or the garment 
with funds from the collection of the chamber. This is in accor- 
dance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 8:3). 


NOTES 


And gives to the harvesters...is this acceptable — jnin 
12 mav.. pipe: This question is based on the fact that they 
would harvest ten times the amount of grain needed for the 
actual omer offering. This is explained in the Mishna (Menahot 
76b), which teaches that they would sift the flour produced from 
three sea of barley with thirteen sifters, each of which was thin- 
ner than the previous one, until the proper amount, one-tenth 
of an ephah, was collected. 


Whatever the treasurer gives them is considered to be its 
monetary value — maT pit y we ma bp: Some explain this to 
mean that the guards \ were paid only forthe barley actually used 
for the omer and not for all the barley that was harvested. The 
same was true with regard to the stones used for the Temple, 
mentioned later: The stoneworkers were paid only for the stones 
that were actually used (Tiklin Hadatin). 


LANGUAGE 


Row [dimos] - pirat: From the Greek Sópoç, domos, a layer of 
stones or bricks in a building. 
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Perek IV 
Daf1o Amudb 


BACKGROUND =——— 
The strip of crimson wool — myin bw yw: This strip is a bundle of 
combed wool shaped somewhat like a tongue. It is dyed a shade of 
red called carmine, which is produced from the blood of the tolaat 
shani, a type of insect. Current research suggests that the tola‘at 
shani is the scale insect Kermes echinatus, which feeds on the sap of 


yyw) m3 90ND 3 “557 HALAKHA 2: MISHNA The red heifer,’ the scape- 
z pee Ce wh wnbnwnn goat," and the strip of crimson wool® used in the process of 
foe T aaan burning the red heifer all come from the collection of the 
Temple treasury chamber," despite the fact that they are not 
sacrificial offerings. 


nagyn pea 


evergreen trees and is found in Israel. 


Kermes echinatus gravid females on tree trunk 


Female Kermes echinatus with eggs 


Left to right: Dried female Kermes echinatus with eggs, dyed string, dyed wool. 


Left: Boiled solution after wool has been added (orange). Right: Boiled solution with 


Kermes echinatus (red). 
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NOTES 


Red heifer — maT% 7178: The red heifer is purchased with 
funds from the collection of the Temple treasury chamber, 
although it is not a sacrificial offering, it is not slaughtered 
in the courtyard, and it is not offered on the altar. The rea- 
son it is purchased with these funds is that it is needed by 
the priests who conduct the Temple service. A priest who 
contracts ritual impurity due to a corpse has water mixed 
with the ashes of the red heifer sprinkled on him on the 
third and seventh days of his purification process. Therefore, 
the red heifer is considered a facilitator of sacrificial offer- 
ings (Tosafot on Bava Kamma 77b). Some explain that the 
funds of the Temple chamber is used because the Torah 
refers to the red heifer as a sin-offering (Numbers 19:9; see 
Avoda Zara 23b; Talmid HaRashbash; Mahara Fulda; Korban 
HaEida; Tiklin Hadatin). 


The scapegoat - nbnwan yw: The scapegoat is pur- 
chased with funds from the collection of the Temple trea- 
sury chamber, although it is not slaughtered and it is not 
offered on the altar. This is because the scapegoat atones 
for the nation’s sins, and therefore it is similar to a com- 
munal offering (Talmid HaRashbash). Some explain that 
these funds are used because two goats are purchased 
together, and it is not known which one will be offered in 
the Temple and which one will be the scapegoat. Therefore, 
at the time of purchase they are both considered offerings 
(Mahara Fulda; Korban HaEida; Tiklin Hadatin). 


Strip of crimson wool — mint bw yw: As part of the 
process of burning the red heifer, the priest takes cedar 
wood, hyssop stalk, and a strip of crimson wool and casts 
them into the burning heifer (Numbers 19:6). Since all of 
these items are necessary ingredients, they are considered 
to have the same status as the heifer itself, and they are 


The red heifer, the scapegoat, and the strip of 
crimson wool come from the collection of the chamber - 
TRPI NINDA psa MN bw pw) NAWAI VYP T: 
According to the Rambam, the red heifer, the scapegoat, 
and the strip of crimson wool that is tied to the horns of 
the scapegoat are all purchased from the collection of 
the Temple treasury chamber. The Mishne LaMelekh writes 
that the inclusion of the strip of wool tied to the scape- 
goat in this list is a scribal error, as the strip that is tied 


HALAKHA 


therefore purchased with funds from the collection of the 
Temple treasury chamber. The mishna does not mention 
the cedar or hyssop, but it does specifically mention the 
crimson thread, in order to distinguish it from the other 
crimson thread that is tied between the horns of the scape- 
goat, which may be purchased only with the leftover funds 
of the chamber (Rabbeinu Meshulam; Korban HaEida; Tiklin 
Hadatin). 

Some commentaries explain that the strip of crimson 
wool mentioned here is a reference to that of the scape- 
goat. This strip is tied around the goat's head after the lot- 
tery to indicate that it is the scapegoat. Since it is necessary 
to distinguish the two goats from one another, this thread 
is considered a necessary component of the offering and is 
purchased with the collection of the chamber. The thread 
referred to later in the mishna as the thread between the 
goat's horns is the one that is split into two parts. One part 
of it is tied to the scapegoat’s horns, and the other part 
is tied to the stone where the goat was pushed off the 
cliff. Since that thread is not needed for the offering, it is 
purchased with remaining funds of the chamber (Tosafot 
Yeshanim on Yoma 67a). 

Another opinion is that the strip of crimson mentioned 
here is the one that is tied at the entrance to the Sanctuary 
before the decree to split the thread and tie one half to the 
scapegoat's horns and one half to the stone (see Yoma 
67a). Since it is tied in the Temple itself, it is purchased 
from the collection of the chamber. Accordingly, the strip 
of crimson mentioned later in the mishna is referring to 
the time after the decree, when the strip of crimson is no 
longer tied in the Temple and is therefore purchased with 
the remaining funds of the chamber (Rav Yehuda ben Rav 
Binyamin HaRofeh). 


between the horns of the scapegoat is purchased with 
the remains of the chamber, as explained subsequently 
in the mishna. The list should rather include the strip of 
crimson wool that is cast into the burning heifer along 
with the cedar wood and the hyssop that is purchased 
with funds from the collection of the chamber, in ac- 
cordance with the version of the text in the Babylonian 
Talmud (Ketubot 106b; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 4:1). 
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The same is true for the ramp built from the Temple Mount to 
the location on the Mount of Olives, where they would slaughter 
the red heifer;" the ramp built to lead the scapegoat" out of the 
city; the strip of crimson wool that was tied between its horns; 
any repairs required for the aqueduct" that ran through the 
Temple courtyard and the walls of the city and its towers;" and 
for all the needs of the city," such as street repairs, security, and 
the like. All of these come from the remains of the chamber," 
i.e, from the money that remained in the chamber after the three 
collections of money were taken to use for communal offerings. 
Abba Shaul says: The High Priests construct the ramp for the 
red heifer from their own funds. 


What would they do with the leftover remains of the chamber 
after all the items mentioned above had been attended to? They 
would purchase wine, oil, and fine flour and sell them to those 
who needed them for their private offerings. And the profit from 
these sales would go to consecrated property, i.e., to the Temple 
treasury; this is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. Rabbi Akiva 
says: One may not generate profit by selling consecrated 


property," 
poor. ™ 


neither may one profit from funds set aside for the 


HALAKHA 
The ramp of the red heifer. ..come from the remains of the 
chamber — mwyn PW pa... wI: This is referring to 
the ramp or bridge that was built from the Temple Mount 
to the Mount of Olives on which the red heifer was led to its 
slaughter and burning. This bridge, along with the bridge upon 
which they led out the scapegoat, the altar, the Sanctuary, the 
courtyards, the aqueducts, the towers and walls of Jerusalem, 
and any other needs of the city, were funded from the remains 
of the chamber (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:8). 


One may not generate profit by selling consecrated prop- 
erty - wp bwa Panwa py: In his Commentary on the 
Mishna, the Rambam rules explicitly in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva. In the Mishne Torah, he does not cite 
the statement of Rabbi Yishmael with regard to the proper 
use for the remains of the treasury chamber, implying that the 
halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Akiva's opinion (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:4). 


Neither may one profit from funds set aside for the poor — 
Dy bwn Kb x: One may not invest charity designated for 
distribution to the poor, lest poor people require assistance 
and there be no funds to provide them. This is in accordance 
with the Gemara here. However, it is permitted to have a fund 
whose principal is invested and whose profits are distributed 
to the poor (Beit Yosef in the name of Sefer HaTerumot and 
Hagahot Maimoniyot, Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 259:1, and in 
the comment of the Rema). 


The ramp of the red heifer — 119 waa: This ramp was a bridge 
hat extended from the Temple Mount to the Mount of Ol- 
ives, where the red heifer was slaughtered. It was built in order 
o prevent those involved in the process of burning the red 
heifer from contracting ritual impurity from unknown sources 
along the way, such as by walking over an unmarked grave. 
The bridge served as an interposition between them and the 
source of impurity. In order to serve this function, the bridge 
was constructed in a special manner, with arches over arches, so 
hat there was space between the ground and every part of the 
bridge (see Para 3:6). Since using the bridge was a stringency 
hat the Sages imposed but was not absolutely necessary in 
order to prepare the ashes of the red heifer, construction of the 
bridge could not be paid for from the collection of the Temple 
reasury chamber (Jalmid HaRashbash). 


The ramp built to lead the scapegoat — nbnwan yyw vI: 

t is explained in the Mishna (Yoma 6:4) that this bridge was 
constructed because the Babylonian Jews who were visiting 

Jerusalem would tear out the hair of the person leading the 

scapegoat and say: Take it and leave, take it and leave, and let 
our sins not linger upon us. In order to protect the person lead- 
ing the goat from this harassment, a bridge was constructed so 
that he could walk on the bridge and thereby avoid the crowds. 
Since there was no halakhic need for this bridge, it was paid for 
with the remaining funds of the chamber. 


The strip of crimson wool that was tied between its horns - 
rnp paw yw: Once the lottery determines which goat will 
be the scapegoat, they tie a strip of crimson wool to its horns 
(Yoma 41b). Before it is pushed off the cliff, the one who leads 
it there splits the strip into two parts and ties one part to the 
goat's horns and the other part to a stone (Yoma 67a). The 


NOTES 


Gemara states that at times, the strip would miraculously turn 
white as a sign that the Jewish people had been granted atone- 
ment, in fulfillment of the verse: “Though your sins are like 
crimson, they will turn white as snow” (Isaiah 1:18). Since this 
strip is not needed for the scapegoat, and certainly not for the 
goat offered to God, it is not purchased with the collection of 
the chamber (Korban HaEida; Tiklin Hadatin). 


Scapegoat with strip of crimson wool 


The aqueduct — 07777 max: Some commentaries explain that 
this is referring to the aqueduct that brought water from the 
spring of Eitam, which passed through the courtyard of the 
Temple. Its water was used to wash the floor of the courtyard 
(Talmid HaRashbash; see Pesahim 64a; Yoma 31a; and Jerusalem 
Talmud, Yoma 3:8). Since the aqueduct was not an essential part 
of sacrificial offerings, maintenance of it was paid for with the 
remaining funds of the chamber. 


The walls of the city and its towers - pnbtm vy7 ninin: 


The walls of Jerusalem were built from the remaining funds of 
the chamber, money that came from the entire Jewish people 
and not just from the residents of Jerusalem. This mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion that Jerusalem was not inherited 
by a particular tribe (see Yoma 12a; see Megilla 26a), so the entire 
Jewish people share a stake in it (Mordekhai on Bava Batra, 475). 


All the needs of the city - vy ax bs: Maintenance of the 
entire city of Jerusalem was paid for with the remaining funds 
of the chamber because Jerusalem has sanctity. This sanctity is 
expressed through the fact that offerings of lesser sanctity and 
the second tithe may be eaten anywhere in Jerusalem. 


One may not generate profit by selling consecrated prop- 
erty - wapT bwa panwn py: The Gemara (Ketubot 106b) ex- 
plains that the reason for this is: There is no poverty in a place of 
wealth. Since the Temple is the glory of the Jewish people and 
it is funded by the community, it would be disgraceful for its 
treasury to earn money through small-scale business ventures, 
as though it were strapped for cash (Talmid HaRashbash; Rav 
Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh; Korban HaEida). Others 
commentaries add that there is a concern that if the Temple be- 
comes involved in business, it could suffer financial loss (Ram- 
bam's Commentary on the Mishna; Arakhin 6:5; Rash Sirilio). 


Neither may one profit from funds set aside for the poor -9% 
may bwn xb: The Gemara (Ketubot 106b) explains that this is 
due to the concern that a poor person will desperately need 
money, and the charity fund will not be able to help him be- 
cause its funds have been invested (Talmid Rashbash; Rav Ye- 
huda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh; Mahara Fulda). Others explain 
that the concern is that investment could lead to a financial 
loss (Rash Sirilio). 
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LANGUAGE 

Deputy [segan] - 730: This word, which appears in the Bible 
as well, is apparently borrowed from Assyrian. It primarily 
refers to a ruler, an appointed official, or an officer. That is how 
the word is used in the Bible as well. The deputy High Priest, 
therefore, was the one appointed over the other priests in the 
Temple. This role was given to the priest who was second in 
command (see Jeremiah 52:24), who also served as a substi- 
tute for the High Priest. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Hananya the deputy High Priest — pp mun 937 
aan: Rabbi Hananya, or Hanina, the deputy High Priest, 
was one of the Sages who lived at the time of the destruction 
of the Second Temple. According to tradition, he was one 
of the ten martyrs murdered during the period of religious 
persecution after the destruction. 

As his title indicates, Rabbi Hananya held a prominent 
position in the Temple and had a significant degree of au- 
hority in its administration. His primary role, however, was 
o substitute for the High Priest when he could not serve due 
o impurity or illness. 

It seems that his family was an important one, as connec- 
ions between it and the house of the Nasi are mentioned 
in various sources. Most of his recorded halakhic statements 
relate to the subject of the Temple and its halakhot, such as 
he halakhot of sacrificial offerings and ritual purity. 

Rabbi Hananya had a son who was one of the tanna‘im. He 
was known as Rabbi Shimon, son of the deputy. 
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What would they do with the leftover funds of the collection that 
had not been spent on communal offerings? They would purchase 
golden plates as a coating for the walls and floor of the Holy of 
Holies. Rabbi Yishmael says: The leftover produce’ was used to 
purchase the repletion of the altar, i.e., burnt-offerings sacrificed 
at times when the altar was idle. The leftover funds of the collection 
were used to purchase sacred vessels. 


Rabbi Akiva says: The leftover funds of the collection were used 
to purchase the animals used for the repletion of the altar,’ since 
they had originally been collected for offerings. The leftover liba- 
tions" were used to purchase sacred vessels. Rabbi Hananya, the 
deputy [segan]' High Priest,” says: The leftover libations were 
used to purchase animals for the repletion of the altar,’ while the 
leftover funds of the collection" were used to purchase sacred 
vessels. Both this Sage, Rabbi Akiva, and that Sage, Rabbi Hananya, 
did not agree with Rabbi Yishmael’s opinion with regard to the 
leftover produce." 


GEMARA Since the mishna mentions both the ramp used to 
transport the red heifer and the strip of crimson wool, the Gemara 
relates that Rabbi Yishmael, son of Nahman, said in the name of 
Rabbi Yonatan: There are three strips of crimson, each of which 
is a different weight. That of the scapegoat" is the weight of a sela, 
as it had to be divided into two, one to tie between the scapegoat’s 
horns and one to tie ona rock. It is sufficient for the strip of crimson 
wool used in the purification of a leper" to weigh a shekel, half of a 
sela, as it is not divided in half. The strip of crimson wool that was 
used in the process of burning the red heifer" is of two sela. In order 
to sink into the mass of burning material, it had to be the heaviest 
of strips. 


The leftover produce — niyan ania: The Gemara (na) cites 
two explanations of this term. One opinion is that it refers to 
the profit gained from the sale of wines, oils, and fine flour 
that was purchased with the leftover remains of the chamber. 
Consequently, this is a continuation of Rabbi Yishmael’s previ- 
sly stated opinion that the leftover remains of the chamber 
were used to purchase wine and flour. The second opinion is 
that this refers to the profits resulting from the purchase of 
four sea of grain for the price of three. Later in this chapter, it is 
noted that providers of grain to the Temple provided four sea 


ie) 


= 


of grain for the price of three. 


The repletion of the altar — navan y!p: When there are no 
her offerings on the altar, burnt-offerings are sacrificed so 
that the altar will not be empty. This is known as the repletion 


ie) 


pad 


NOTES 
The leftover libations for the repletion of the altar - a52 
nayan yp D9): Since libations, when sacrificed, were com- 
pletely consumed on the altar and no one could derive ben- 
efit from them, the funds remaining from the allocations to 
libations were used for an offering that was also completely 
consumed on the altar and from which no one could derive 
benefit, i.e., a burnt-offering (Tiklin Hadatin). 


Both this Sage and that Sage did not agree with Rabbi Yish- 
mael’s opinion with regard to the leftover produce — m mt 
nivaa oti yt x»: According to the opinion in the Gemara 
(11a) that the leftover produce is the proceeds from the sale 
of oil and flour purchased from the remains of the chamber, 
the mishna’s intent here is to say: Since Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi 
Hananya, the deputy High Priest, disagree with Rabbi Yishmael 


of the altar. These offerings are purchased with funds that are 
donated for this purpose and placed in a special container. The 
meat of the burnt-offerings is burned on the altar, and their 
hides are given to priests. 


and hold that one may not do business with consecrated prop- 
erty, they also disagree with regard to the leftover produce. 
This is because, in their opinion, there would never be leftover 
produce, as it is prohibited to sell the oil and flour. 


HALAKHA 


The leftover libations — 0393 1ni: The leftover libations are 
used to purchase sacred vessels for the Temple. If additional 
funds are needed, the sacred vessels can be purchased with 
the collection of the chamber. The Rambam rules in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. However, the Rambam 
maintains that in the case of insufficient funds, Rabbi Akiva 
concedes to Rabbi Yishmael'’s opinion (Kesef Mishne; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:2). 


The leftover funds of the collection — manag ni2: The 
leftover funds of the collection of the chamber and the re- 
mains of the chamber are used to purchase male lambs to 
be sacrificed as burnt-offerings. These offerings are called the 
repletion of the altar. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva, as the halakha is in accordance with his opinion 


when he disputes a colleague (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 4:9). 


Of the scapegoat - Yyy by: The strip of scarlet wool that 
is tied to the head of the scapegoat weighs two shekels, in 
accordance with the opinion of Ravin in the Babylonian Tal- 
mud (Yoma 42a; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 3:4). 


Of a leper - yaixa bw: The strip of scarlet wool of the leper 
weighs one shekel, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yonatan (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 11:1). 


Of the red heifer - 779 by: The strip of crimson wool for the 
red heifer weighs five sela, which is twenty zuz (Kesef Mishne), 
as explained in the Babylonian Talmud (Yoma 42a; Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 3:2). 
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Rabbi Hunya from the city of Berat Havrin said that Rabbi Ba, 
son of Zavda, said in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Halafta: 
The crimson strip of the red heifer is of two and a half sela. Some 
expressed his statement using the language: Of ten zuz. This is 
the equivalent of two and a half sela; however, it is important to 
quote one’s teacher using the identical language that his teacher 
used. 


§ The Gemara cites additional opinions with regard to the items 
that are purchased with the remains of the chamber. Rabbi 
Yehuda said in the name of Rabbi Shmuel: The Torah scholars 
who teach the priests the halakhot of slaughtering, the hala- 
khot of collecting the blood ofan offering in a sacred vessel, and 
the halakhot of sprinkling the blood on the altar collect their 
wages" from the collection of the chamber. Rabbi Yitzhak bar 
Redifa said in the name of Rabbi Imi: Inspectors of blemishes 
of consecrated animals“ collect their wages from the collec- 
tion of the chamber. Rabbi Aha said that Rabbi Tanhum bar 
Hiyya said in the name of Rabbi Simlai: The proofreaders of 
the Torah scroll that was kept in the Temple courtyard™ collect 
their wages from the collection of the chamber. 


Giddel, son of Binyamin, said in the name of Rabbi Asi: The 
two chief judges in Jerusalem, who establish fines and adjudicate 
cases of thefts, collect their wages from the collection of the 
chamber. Shmuel says: The women who weave the curtain"! 
that separates the Temple Sanctuary from the Holy of Holies 
collect their wages from the collection of the chamber. Rav 
Huna said: They collect their wages from the collection for 
Temple maintenance. With regard to what do they argue? 
Shmuel considers it like an offering, as the blood of certain 
offerings is sprinkled on the curtain. Rav Huna" considers it like 
part of the building, and funds for the building itself come from 
the collection for Temple maintenance. 


Rabbi Hizkiya said that Rabbi Yehuda Gudgadot taught: The 
funds for the incense and all communal offerings" come from 
the collection of the Temple treasury chamber. The funds for 
the golden altar, located inside the Sanctuary and on which the 
incense was offered, and all sacred vessels" come from the left- 
over money of that set aside for the libations. The funds for the 
altar of burnt-offering," which was located outside the Sanctu- 
ary and on which most offerings were burned; and for the Sanc- 
tuary itself; and the various courtyards come from the remains 
of the chamber. Funds for whatever was outside the court- 
yards" come from the money stored in the chamber for Temple 
maintenance. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


The Torah scholars who teach... .collect their wages, etc. - 
AD ney pois... paan onan Pabn: Tosafot (Ketubot 1054) 
point out that a distinction must be drawn between differ- 
ent types of payments to Torah scholars. It is prohibited to 
accept payment for Torah study or for adjudicating a court 
case. However, it is permitted to reimburse a Torah scholar 
for the time he takes from other business activities in order to 
engage in these activities. There are also scholars who serve 
the community by spending all of their time teaching Torah 
or serving as judges on a rabbinical court. These people 
may receive a stipend from the community to support them 
and their families. Rabbeinu Crescas writes that this is the 
basis for paying community rabbis and yeshiva heads (see 
Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 3:10 and Kesef 
Mishne there). 


Inspectors of blemishes of consecrated animals — ‘1721 
Dw ava: Tosafot (Ketubot 105a) explain that these are the 
inspectors of potential offerings for blemishes. It does not 
include those who inspect firstborn animals for blemishes, as 
hey may not receive wages due to the fact that blemished 
firstborn animals become the property of a priest. However, 
he Meri writes that this category does include even the 
inspectors of blemishes of firstborn animals. According to 
he Mishna, these inspectors may not receive their wages 
rom the owners directly, due to a concern lest they try to 
win favor in the eyes of the owners by finding a blemish and 
disqualifying the animal from being offered on the altar (see 
Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura on Bekhorot 4:5). 


The Torah scroll that was kept in the Temple courtyard — 
MUTT 9D: This is a reference to the Torah scroll that re- 
mained in the Temple, from which the High Priest would 
read every Yom Kippur in the women’s courtyard (Nimmukei 
Yosef on Moed Katan na; Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura on Moed 
Katan 3:4 and Keilim 15:6). Since this Torah was both read in 
front of the entire Jewish people and used to check the Torah 
scroll from which the king read, it had to be exceptionally 
precise (Me’iri on Moed Katan 18b). 


Rav Huna — X317 31: Although the Vilna text has Rav Huna, 
itis clear from context that this is meant to be Rav Huna. 


Torah scholars... inspectors of blemishes of consecrated ani- 
mals, etc. — 13) WIP "aI PIN... 30 vpn: The inspec- 
tors of blemishes of consecrated animals in Jerusalem, Torah 
scholars who teach the priests the halakhot of slaughtering and 
taking handfuls of meal offerings, and women who raise their 
children to participate in the ritual of the red heifer all receive 
their wages from the collection of the Temple treasury chamber 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:2). 


The proofreaders of the Torah scroll that was kept in the Tem- 
ple courtyard — MWA WDD Pa: The proofreaders of the Torah 
scrolls in Jerusalem received their wages from the collection 
of the chamber (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:7). 


The women who weave the curtain — N3iSa NiNiKI Ow»: 
The women who weave the curtain of the Sanctuary receive 


their wages from the Temple maintenance fund, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Huna. However, the curtains for the 
gates and the wages of the women who weave them are 
funded from the collection of the chamber (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:2). 


The incense and all communal offerings - niay) Mopa 
ayi: The daily offerings, the additional offerings, all commu- 
nal offerings, their libations, the incense, and the wages of those 
who prepared the incense are all funded from the collection of 
the Temple treasury chamber, in accordance with the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:1). 


Sacred vessels - mw 4p: The sacred vessels in the Temple are 
purchased with the leftover libations, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda Gudgadot (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shekalim 4:2). 


The altar of burnt-offering, etc. - ^d) abipa mata: The 
altar, the Sanctuary, and the Temple courtyards are funded 
from the remains of the chamber, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda Gudgadot. The Rambam rules in 
accordance with the version of the text presented here. The 
Kesef Mishne wonders why the Rambam rules in accordance 
with the Jerusalem Talmud over the version found in the 
Babylonian Talmud (Ketubot 106b; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shekalim 4:8). 


Outside the courtyards — mw) yin: Anything located outside 
the wall of the Temple courtyard, such as the walls of Jerusa- 
lem, its towers, and other city institutions, are funded from 
the remains of the chamber (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 4:8). 
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NOTES 


The stones of the altar, the Sanctuary, or the court- 
yards — mim boat nava 4%: The early commentar- 
ies explain that this is referring to stones that have be- 
come detached from these structures. When the stones 
are still in place, there is no prohibition against deriving 
benefit from them. One explanation as to why there is 
no prohibition against deriving benefit from the stones 
while they are attached invokes the principle that the 
Torah was not given to angels. In other words, it is unrea- 
sonable to instruct people not ever to lean on a wall or 
benefit from its shade (Rash Sirilio). Another explanation 
is that the prohibition of misuse of consecrated items 
does not apply to items that are attached to the ground 
(Talmid HaRashbash). 


Other than within its year — inaw Jina KYN: The stones 
may not be purchased with the funds collected that year, 
as Rabbi Meir holds that those funds are reserved solely 
for purchasing communal offerings. Ideally, communal 
offerings are purchased with the funds from the collec- 
tion of the Temple treasury chamber and not from the 
shekels that remain after that collection. The shekels that 
remain are covered for this very reason, as described 
in the mishna (9a). Nonetheless, if all the shekels from 
he collection of the chamber have been expended, the 
shekels that remain in the chamber after the collection 
may be used to purchase the communal offerings. There- 
ore, these funds are not used for anything else. However, 
he remaining shekels from the previous year may no 
onger be used to purchase offerings, and therefore they 
may be used to purchase other items necessary for the 
Temple, such as stones for the altar and the Sanctuary 
(Rash Sirilio). 


HALAKHA 


The table and the candelabrum and the altars - wn 


sacred peter in the Temple are funded from the left- 
over libations, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda Gudgadot (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 4:2). 
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The Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that one who derives 
benefit from the stones of the altar, the Sanctuary, or the courtyards’ 
thereby misuses consecrated property? Therefore, if one does so un- 
wittingly, he is liable to repay to the Temple treasury the value of the 
loss he caused or benefit he gained, in addition to a fine of one-fifth of 
that amount, and he must bring a guilt-offering. And is there misuse 
of consecrated property with regard to items purchased with the re- 
mains of the chamber? The Gemara answers: Rather, the baraita is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, as Rabbi Meir says: One 
misuses consecrated property even if he derives benefit from items 
purchased with the remains of the chamber. 


Rabbi Hiyya said in response to this suggestion: Did Rabbi Meir 
say this statement other than within its year?" Even Rabbi Meir agrees 
that one violates the prohibition against misusing consecrated prop- 
erty by deriving benefit from the remains of the chamber only within 
the year for which those coins were donated. Since the funds could 
still be used for communal offerings if needed during that 
year, the prohibition applies. But here, we are dealing with funds 
that are outside the year of their collection, as the remains of the 
chamber were not used to purchase stones until after the year was over. 
Therefore, the baraita is not in accordance with Rabbi Meir, and the 
challenge to Rabbi Yehuda Gudgadot remains. 


Having cited Rabbi Yehuda Gudgadot, referred to now as Rabbi Ye- 
huda Gudganiyot, the Gemara cites another of his rulings. Rabbi 
Hizkiya said that Rabbi Yehuda Gudganiyot taught: If the table and 
the candelabrum and the altars" and the curtain are incomplete or 
are not in their proper location, they prevent offerings from being 
brought; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. The Rabbis say: The 
only items that prevent the offering from being brought are the water 
basin and the base alone, as the Temple rite may not be performed if 
the basin and its base are not in place. 


However, didn’t Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yosei ben Hanina both 
say: Wherever it is written: Opposite, in describing the proper loca- 
tion for one of the sacred vessels, its absence prevents offerings from 
being brought. For example, with regard to the candelabrum, the verse 
states: “And the candelabrum opposite the table” (Exodus 26:35). 
Wherever the verse states: Side, the absence of the vessel does not 
prevent offerings from being brought. For example, with regard to the 
table, the verse states: “And you shall place the table on the south side” 
(Exodus 26:35). 


And Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahman said in the name of Rabbi Yonatan: 
Even absence of a vessel whose location is described with the side, 
prevents offerings from being brought. And Rabbi Ila said in the 
name of 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahman: And even correct placement, is neces- 
sary for offerings to be valid. According to this view, if the candela- 
brum, either of the two altars, the table, the curtain, or the basin is 
invalid or not in its proper location, sacrificial offerings are not ac- 
cepted. All of the amora’im cited here apparently disagree with the 
opinion of the Rabbis cited in the baraita, who maintain that the only 
vessels that invalidate offerings are the basin and its base. 


NOTES 


And even correct placement - may teow: This term is used 
with regard to several vessels that are located inside the Sanctu- 
ary. With regard to the curtain, the verse states: “And he brought 
the Ark into the Tabernacle, and placed the veil of the screen” (Ex- 
odus 40:21). With regard to the candelabrum, it states: “He placed 


the candelabrum” (Exodus 40:24). With regard to the golden altar 
it states: “He placed the golden altar” (Exodus 40:26). With regard 
to the altar of burnt-offerings, it states: “And he placed the altar of 
burnt-offering” (Exodus 40:29). With regard to the table it states: 
“You shall place the table” (Exodus 26:35). 
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Rabbi Hanina says: There is no disagreement between these 
amora’im and the Rabbis. Here, the statements of the amora’im are 
with regard to the rites that are performed inside the Temple, such 
as bringing the incense, lighting the candelabrum, placing the shew- 
bread on the table, and sprinkling blood on the curtain. The vessels 
located inside the Temple are essential for the validity of these rites. 
However, here, the statement of the Rabbis is with regard to the 
rites that are performed outside of the Sanctuary, i.e., in the court- 
yard, such as the sacrificing of most offerings. Only the absence of 
the basin or its base invalidates these rites. 


§ We learned in the mishna that, according to Abba Shaul, the High 
Priests would pay for the ramp of the red heifer from their own 
funds. With regard to this issue, Rabbi Hanina said: There was 
great haughtiness among the High Priests, as they would spend 
more than sixty talents of gold’ on it. This expenditure was un- 
necessary, as the previous ramp of the heifer was still standing. But 
not one of the High Priests would take out his heifer on his fel- 
low’s ramp. Rather, he would demolish it and build a new one 
from his own funds. 


Rabbi Ulla raised an objection in the presence of Rabbi Mana: 
Wasn't it taught in a baraita that Shimon HaTzaddik’ performed 
the rites of two red heifers, and the ramp on which he took out 
this one he did not use again to take out that other one? Is it pos- 
sible for you to say Shimon HaTzaddik was haughty? What, then, 
is the reason that he constructed a new ramp? It is due to a higher 
standard that was established with regard to the ceremony of the 
red heifer;" it is due toa higher level of honor [silsul]‘ accorded to 
the ceremony of the red heifer. 


It was taught in a baraita: Projections and walls would extend 
from the ramp from here and from there, i.e., on either side, in 
order that the priests would not peek’ out over the edge of the 
ramp and become ritually impure by leaning their bodies over a 
grave without any interposition. 


Q We learned in the mishna that according to Rabbi Yishmael, the 
leftover remains of the chamber were used to purchase wine, oil, and 
fine flour. These items were sold to individuals who needed them 
for their private offerings, and the proceeds went to the Temple 
treasury. Whereas Rabbi Akiva says: One may not generate prof- 
it by selling consecrated property or by using funds set aside for the 
poor. The Gemara explains that Rabbi Akiva prohibited doing busi- 
ness with consecrated funds only when there was a risk of loss. 
However, if the seller of the wine, oil, or fine flour wanted to agree 
that any loss from the subsequent sale of these items would be his, 
while any profit gained would go to the Temple treasury of conse- 
crated property, it is permitted. The potential profit or loss would 
result from fluctuations in the market price of these items. 


A higher standard that was established with regard to the 
ceremony of the red heifer - 7194 N71 nyn: The Talmud men- 
tions thirteen ways in which the standards o 
Sages instituted with regard to the red heifer are more stringent 
than those that apply to sacrificial offerings. The reason the 
Sages were so stringent with regard to the red heifer is because 
of the one leniency, i.e., that it could be prepared by someone 
who immersed in a ritual bath in order to become pure, but 
was still considered impure until nightfall with regard to eat- 


NOTES 


that people would take lightly the standards of purity necessary 
for the red heifer in other ways. Therefore, they instituted very 
high standards of purity, in order to emphasize how careful one 
must be in preparing the red heifer (see Hagiga 8b and Rashi 
there; Yoma 2a). Even the building of a new ramp for each red 
heifer, which did not protect against impurity better than the 
previous ramp, was undertaken in order to publicize the neces- 
sity of maintaining high standards of purity (Talmid HaRashbash; 
Rabbeinu Meshulam; Mahara Fulda). 


purity that the 


ing teruma and other sacred foods. In fact, the Sages would 
see to it that those involved in preparing the red heifer would 
become impure and would then immerse and prepare the red 
heifer before nightfall, in order to combat the opinion of the 
Sadducees, who claimed that such a person may not participate 
in the process until after nightfall. 

Because of this leniency, however, the Sages were concerned 


In order that the priests would not peek — 18%? xy 1D 
D373: Some explain that these projections were built so that 
the priests standing outside the ramp would not be able to 
peek into the ramp and in so doing touch the priests who were 
involved in the ritual of the red heifer and thereby render them 
ritually impure (Korban HaEida). 


BACKGROUND 
Talent of gold — amt 323: The largest measurement in Scrip- 
ture, primarily used with regard to metals and their mon- 
etary value. The word was also used as the name of a weight 
in other ancient Semitic languages. The Hebrew word kikar 
is probably related the round shape of the weight, as kikar is 
also the word for a loaf of bread, which were baked as round 
loaves. Scholars disagree about the modern equivalent of 
the talent, with estimates ranging from 33-50 kilograms. 
From the verses in Exodus (38:24-29) it can be derived that a 
talent was the equivalent of three thousand biblical shekels. 


PERSONALITIES 
Shimon HaTzaddik - ps7 piynw: Shimon Halzaddik, 
Shimon the Righteous, is the first Sage mentioned in the 
chain of tradition in tractate Avot. He is described there as 
one of the remnants of the Great Assembly. According to 
Josephus, his full name was Shimon ben Hunyo ben Yadu'a. 
Based upon the few facts mentioned about him, it seems 
that he was the High Priest at the beginning of the rule of 
the Greeks in Eretz Yisrael, and he is the one who greeted 
Alexander of Macedon upon his conquering the land. Some 
of his activities are recorded in Josephus’ Antiquities, and 
some of his praises are mentioned in the book of Ben Sira, 
he author of which apparently knew him personally. This 
book also contains a description of Shimon Halzaddik as 
he left the Sanctuary on Yom Kippur, which later served as 
he inspiration for the liturgical hymn recited on Yom Kippur 
called Appearance of the Priest [Mareh Kohen]. 
It is related that Shimon HaTzaddik rebuilt the ruins of 
Jerusalem and began to build the wall around the Temple. 
The Jerusalem Talmud contains many statements praising 
his righteousness. In tractate Sota, it is related that after his 
death the priests no longer blessed the people using the 
ineffable four-letter name of God, as the Sages did not deem 
he generation worthy. 
Some believe that his grandson and perhaps another 
High Priest were also referred to as HaTzaddik. 


Statue of Alexander the Great at the British Museum. Shimon Halzaddik was 
the one to greet him in Eretz Yisrael. 


LANGUAGE 
Honor [silsu/] —bapbo: Although this word is found in Scrip- 
ture and used often in rabbinic literature, its meaning is not 
entirely clear. Some hold that it means raising up or exalting, 
as in the verse: “Extol her [salseleha], and she will exalt you” 
(Proverbs 4:8). It can also mean decoration and beautifi- 
cation, which can fit the above verse as well. It also denotes 
creating round objects or shapes, as in the word sal, a basket. 
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If you want to agree that any loss will be yours and any profit 
will belong to both of you to share - A1D977 7 TVA pH 
PINOT TK TPT: Due to the prohibition against usury, it is 
prohibited to accept full liability for losses incurred to another 
Jew's money while simultaneously agreeing to equally share the 
profits of an investment. This is because accepting full liability 
renders the transaction a loan, and therefore the profit that the 
investor receives is considered interest. In this case, however, 
since the agreement did not guarantee the investor any profit, 
it constitutes a form of usury that is prohibited by rabbinic law 
but not by Torah law. The Sages did not extend the rabbinic 
decree to cases involving orphans or the poor, in order to allow 
their money to earn greater profits. Similarly, the decree was not 
applied to the Temple treasury (Korban HaEida; Tiklin Hadatin, 
based on the Gemara in Bava Metzia 70a). 


BACKGROUND 
Se‘a — 78D: A se'a is a measure of dry volume first mentioned 
in Genesis (18:6). It is used by the Sages as a point of refer- 
ence for all measures. Every sea contains six kav, which equals 
twenty-four log. Estimates of the modern equivalent of a sea 
range from 7.2-14.4 &. 


LANGUAGE 
Overfill [beirutzin] - psv: The root of this word is brtz, similar 
to prtz, as the letters beit and peh can sometimes be inter- 
changed. It means breaking through a fence or a barrier. The 
overfill also broke free of its designated place. 
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An example like this can be found in an incident involving bar 
Zemina. Funds belonging to orphans were deposited with him. 
He came and asked Rabbi Mana if he was permitted to invest these 
funds. Rabbi Mana said to him: If you want to agree that any loss 
will be yours and any profit will belong to both of you to share,’ 
then it is permitted. Rabbi Hiyya bar Adda had funds belonging 
to orphans deposited with him and he did so; he accepted all 
losses and split the profits with the orphans. 


§ Itwas taught in the mishna that according to Rabbi Yishmael, the 
leftover produce was used to purchase the repletion of the altar, i.e., 
burnt-offerings sacrificed at times when the altar was idle. This 
leftover produce discussed in the mishna is referring to the profits 
earned, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael cited 
earlier, as Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef explained the mishna as follows: 
The leftover produce mentioned by Rabbi Yishmael is a reference 
to his earlier statement that the profits from the sales of wine, oil, 
and flour went to the Temple treasury of consecrated property. 


Regarding the term leftover libations mentioned by Rabbi Akiva 
and Rabbi Hananya, the deputy High Priest, this is referring to the 
fourth se‘a. If the treasurer of the Temple paid in advance for a 
year’s worth of wine, oil, and flour, and the price of these goods 
later rose, the seller was required to provide the goods at the original, 
lower price. The treasury then sold these items at the higher price 
to individuals who needed them for offerings. For example, if the 
treasurer paid for flour at the price of four sea for one sela, and the 
price then rose to three se‘ for one sela, the seller would have to 
provide four sea for one sela. This fourth sea was sold, and the 
profit from this sale was given to the Temple. 


Rabbi Yohanan explained the mishna as follows: The leftover 
produce, this is referring to the fourth se‘a. The leftover libations, 
this is referring to the overfill [beirutzin] of the substance when 
measured. When one sells a certain measure of wine, oil, or flour to 
the Temple treasury, he is required to fill the measuring vessel above 
the rim, so that he provides more than the exact measurement. 
However, when the Temple treasurer sells these products, he must 
be exact in the measurements. The difference between these two 
amounts is referred to in the mishna as the leftover libations. 


The Gemara asks: And is Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef not of the opinion 
that the Temple profits from the overfill? Why, then, does he omit 
any reference to it in his explanation of the mishna? Rabbi Hizkiya 
said: That which befalls the fourth sea befalls the overfill’ as well. 
Both fall under the same category of leftover libations. 


HALAKHA 


If you want to agree that any loss will be yours and any 
profit will belong to both of you to share — 1 mya px 
POINT TN PT TID|AT: If orphans inherited money from 
their father, the court does not need to appoint a custodian. 
Rather, it gives the money to a trustworthy person who invests 
the money and shares the profits with the orphans, but takes 
full responsibility for any losses incurred. If he does not own 
land, he may give gold pieces as security for the money. If 
there is no one to invest the money in this manner, the court 
uses the money to purchase a piece of property that is man- 
aged by a trustee. Funds are withdrawn alittle bit at a time to 
support the orphans. However, some hold that the money is 
given to a trustee to manage from the beginning, just as land 
belonging to orphans is managed by a trustee (Rambam Sefer 
Mishpatim, Hilkhot Malve VeLoveh 4:14 and Hilkhot Nahalot 11:1; 
Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 290:8, and in the comment 
of the Rema). 


It is prohibited to lend out the money of orphans to other 
Jews with a fixed interest rate, as that is considered usury by 
Torah law. However, it is permitted to lend out the money of 
orphans in a manner that constitutes usury only on a rabbinic 
level. Similarly, money designated for the poor, for the sup- 
port of Torah study, or for a synagogue may be lent out in this 
manner. The custom is to be lenient although there are those 
who hold that one may not do so without the explicit consent 
of the court (Rambam Sefer Mishpatim, Hilkhot Malve VeLoveh 
4:14 and Hilkhot Nahalot 11:1; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 
290:8 and Yoreh De‘a 160218 and Rema there). 


Befalls the overfill — pava box: What did they do with the 
overfill? If there was another offering that required libations, 
they brought this overfill with it. If it was left overnight, it 
becomes disqualified. Otherwise, it is used to purchase the 
repletion of the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 2:10). 
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It works out well according to the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Yosef, which maintains that the leftover produce was sold for 
profit by the Temple treasury: One may not generate profit by 
selling consecrated property, and not even with funds set aside 
for the poor, and therefore the mishna concludes: Both this 
Sage and that Sage, Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Hananya, did not 
agree with Rabbi Yishmael’s opinion with regard to the leftover 
produce. 


However, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, 
which maintains that the leftover produce is referring to the 
profit gained from the fourth sea, it is difficult. Didn’t we learn 
in a mishna that if the treasurer paid for a product at the price of 
four units per sela, and at the time it was delivered the price had 
risen and stood at three units per sela, the seller must still pro- 
vide the produce at the original price of four" units per sela, 
leaving the Temple treasury with an extra unit from which to 
profit? Apparently, all agree that the treasury may profit in this 
manner. However, we learned in the mishna that this Sage and 
that Sage, Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Hananya, did not agree with 
Rabbi Yishmael’s opinion with regard to the leftover produce. 


The Gemara answers: Everyone agrees that the fourth sea may be 
sold on behalf of the Temple treasury. When the mishna says that 
Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Hananya did not agree with regard to the 
leftover produce, it means that they did not agree that the profits 
from the produce should be used for purchasing the repletion 
of the altar. However, they did agree that they may be used for 
purchasing sacred vessels. 


It appears that all agree that profits from the overfill of the mea- 
sures are used to purchase sacred vessels. The Gemara asks: Un- 
til here, it is reasonable to say that the overfill from communal 
offerings is used to purchase sacred vessels. However, is it pos- 
sible to say that the sacred vessels could be purchased even with 
the overfill of individual offerings? Wouldn’t it turn out that 
the sacred vessels had come from an individual, which is not 
permitted? 


The Gemara answers that it is like that which we learned in a 
baraita: In the case of awoman who made a tunic, one of the 
priestly vestments, for her son to wear while he serves in the 
Temple, the tunic is valid. However, since the priestly vestments 
must come from communal funds, the priest may only use his 
mother’s tunic in the Temple provided that she completely 
transfers ownership of the tunic to the community. Similarly, if 
the owner donates the overfill to the public, it is permissible to 
use the profit to purchase sacred vessels. 


Until now, the discussion has concerned liquid overfill, e.g., 
wine or oil. Since the overfill was originally within the confines 
of the sacred vessel, it attained consecrated status. Is the same is 
true even for dry overfill, such as fine flour, in which the overfill 
was piled on top of the already full vessel? If the overfill was 
never actually within the confines of the vessel, is it consecrated? 


The Gemara answers: The halakha is in accordance with that 
which we learned in a mishna there (Menahot 79a): In the case 
of the libations, which include fine flour, that were sanctified in 
asacred vessel" and, subsequently, the offering they were meant 
to accompany is found to be disqualified," if there is another 
offering there that requires libations, they may be sacrificed 
with it. And if not, and they are left overnight, they become 
disqualified by being left overnight. Since the mishna in 
Menahot does not distinguish between liquid libations and fine 
flour, the Gemara understands that no distinction should be 
drawn with regard to the overfill; even dry overfill is consecrated 
and can be used for the purchase of sacred vessels. 


HALAKHA 


If the price had risen and stood at three units per sela, the 
seller must still provide the produce at the original price 
of four - yaNNa PSD woon yay: The person appointed to 
oversee the libations would use the money from the collection 
of the Temple treasury chamber to purchase wine, oil, and fine 
flour. The Sages said that in a contract with the Temple treasury, 
if a seller agrees to sell his produce at a price of four units for a 
sela, even if the market price later rises to three units for a sela, 
he is required to provide the produce at the cheaper price. At 
the same time, if he agrees to sell three units for a sela and the 
price falls to four units for a sela, he must provide the produce 
at the current, cheaper price. The Temple treasury would then 
sell these items to people who needed them for their offerings. 
The profits from these sales were referred to as the leftover liba- 
tions and were used for the repletion of the altar. Although the 
Sages said that consecrated objects should not be invested for 
profit, this ruling applies to selling produce in a manner that ap- 
pears as though the Temple treasury is in need of raising funds. 
However, the purchase of libations was necessary in order for 
people to bring their offerings, and therefore it was permitted 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:9, and in the 
comment of the Ra’avad). 


The libations that were sanctified in a vessel and the offering 
is found to be disqualified - nara xyan sa WTW Dp 
ioa: If libations are placed in a sacred vessel and the offer- 
ing they are meant to accompany is found to be disqualified, 
hey are not sanctified if the disqualification is due to improper 
slaughter. If the offering becomes disqualified at the time of 
receiving the blood or afterward, the libations are sanctified. 
f there is another offering that has been slaughtered, the liba- 
ions can be brought with it. Otherwise, they are disqualified 
and must be burned. 

This is the case with regard to communal offerings, as the 
court stipulates that the libations may be brought with any of- 
ering and not only with their original one. However, with regard 
o the libations of individual offerings, they are left overnight 
and then burned (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 12:6, and in the comment of the Ra‘avad). 


NOTES 

The libations...that were sanctified in a sacred vessel — 
boa WTP DDN: In the commentary it is explained that this 
serves as a proof that the halakha for dry overfill is the same as 
for liquid overfill. This is the opinion of the Rash Sirilio, which 
is based on the version of the text presented here. Others un- 
derstand the Gemara to be drawing the opposite conclusion: 
According to the mishna in Menahot only libations that were 
actually inside the sacred vessel are consecrated, and thus the 
overfill of flour is not considered to have been sanctified in a 
sacred vessel and cannot be used to buy sacred vessels (Korban 
Haida). 
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HALAKHA 


The leftover incense — vp win: Leftover incense was 
treated in the same manner as leftover animals that had 
been designated as daily offerings. When the month of 
Nisan arrived, they desacralized these items onto money 
that was to have been used to pay the wages of the artisans 
who worked in the Temple. That money was then used for 
the repletion of the altar, and the artisans took the leftover 
incense as their wages. The Temple treasury then bought 
back the incense from the artisans with funds from the 
new collection of the chamber. The incense could then be 
brought, as it had been purchased with the collection of the 
current year (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:12). 


The leftover incense — nyivp ania: Rashi (Shevuot 10b) ex- 
plains that there was leftover incense every year. Incense was 
set aside for each day of the year with the addition of three 
more portions from which the High Priest took a handful on 
Yom Kippur. As he took only a handful, there would be incense 
hat remained leftover from those three portions. Josafot point 
out that this explanation is not necessary, as 368 portions were 
prepared at the beginning of the year: A portion for each of the 
365 days of the solar year, with three remaining portions for the 
High Priest on Yom Kippur. Since, the solar year is eleven days 
onger than the lunar year, in regular years there were always 
at least eleven portions that went unused. Additionally, when a 
priest with small hands sacrificed the handful of incense, some 
would be leftover. 


What would be done with it - 7a pwiy 97 ma: The incense had 
o be brought from the new collection each year. Therefore, a 
procedure was necessary by which to reacquire the remaining 
incense with the new shekels. 


The Temple treasurers would set aside an amount of it equal 
to the value of the wages of the artisans, etc. — Taaa pwa 
^D PIANI TDW: There are several opinions with regard to the 
method of desacralization. According to Rashi (Shevuot 10b), 
the Temple treasurers took money from the collection of the 
chamber and legally transferred it to the artisans as wages, 
which caused the money to lose its sanctified status. The left- 
over incense would then be desacralized by exchanging it for 
that money, making the incense the property of the artisans. 
Subsequently, the treasurers would buy back the incense from 
the artisans with money from the shekels of the new year. This 
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NOTES 


HALAKHA 3+ MISHNA he leftover incense" from one 
year could not be used the following year, as it had been purchased 
with the shekels collected for the previous year. What would be done 
with it" in order to make it usable? The Temple treasurers would set 
aside an amount of it equal to the value of the wages of the artisans" 
who worked in the Temple. They would then desacralize that in- 
cense by transferring its sanctity to the money owed to the artisans. 
They would then give the incense to the artisans" as their wages." 
Finally, they would return and buy back the incense from the arti- 
sans with funds from the new collection of shekels. If the new funds 
come on time, i.e., by the beginning of Nisan, they purchase the 
incense with funds from the new collection of shekels. And if not, 
they may still purchase it from the old collection, and it is valid. 


GEMARA _ Welearnedin the mishna that the leftover incense was 

desacralized with money that the Temple treasury owed the artisans. 
The Gemara asks: Isn’t it found that this process involves conse- 
crated property being desacralized with consecrated property? 

The artisans were paid with money from the Temple treasury, which 

was also consecrated, yet consecrated property can be desacralized 

only by transferring its sanctity to unconsecrated property. 


The Gemara answers that the incense was desacralized with this 

money after the money itself had been desacralized. How does the 

treasurer of the Temple appointed to this task do so? Rabbi Shimon 

bar Bisna said: He brings money from the treasury and desacral- 
izes it onto the building that the artisans have constructed, which 

is not yet sanctified. 


money would thus be desacralized and was subsequently actu- 
ally paid to the artisans as their wages. The Me‘iri explains this 
process similarly. 

According to the Ritva, and, as he claims, the Jerusalem 
Talmud here, the first stage did not involve desacralizing money 
rom the collection of the chamber by legally transferring it to 
he artisans as wages. Rather, the Temple treasurers would set 
aside unconsecrated money for the wages of the artisans and 
hen desacralize the incense by exchanging it for that money. 
They would subsequently pay the artisans with the incense and 
hen buy back the incense with money from the new collection 
of the chamber. 

Rabbi Yosef Migash explains that the Temple treasury ac- 
quired the non-sacred money by paying the artisans with the 
leftover incense and giving them a bit more than the amount 
due them. The artisans would pay for the extra amount of in- 
cense they had received with non-sacred money from their 
own pockets. In doing so, they would desacralize all of the 
incense upon that money, as it is permitted to desacralize con- 
secrated property for less than its market value when necessary. 
The Temple treasury would then buy back the incense from the 
artisans with shekels from the new collection. 


They would give the incense to the artisans — ANix panin 
paan: The commentaries raised the following question: Since, 
in the end, the Temple treasury would pay the artisans their 
wages with incense, why not give it to them immediately? 
Why the need for the intermediate steps? Tosafot (Shevuot 
10b) explain that there is a dispute with regard to this mat- 
ter. According to the opinion of ben Azzai, it is prohibited 
to pay them with consecrated property. Even according to 


Rabbi Akiva, who holds that it is permitted, his ruling ap- 
plies only to an object that was consecrated by an individual. 
The Sages were more stringent with regard to the leftover in- 
cense, which was consecrated by the whole community in 
that it was acquired with shekels from the collection of the 
chamber. 

Other commentaries ask: Why not sell the incense to other 
people, which would transfer its sanctity to the money used 
for its purchase, and then buy back the incense with money 
from the new collection of the chamber? Rashi explains that it 
would be disgraceful to sell the incense to just anyone. Other 
early authorities point out that according to Rabbi Yohanan, 
the same concern does not exist with regard to daily offerings, 
since the Temple treasury would sell blemished sheep the en- 
tire year, and it would not be readily apparent that these were 
unblemished animals that had been designated for communal 
offerings. However, incense would be sold only once a year, 
and therefore it would be obvious that it was consecrated and 
consequently a greater disgrace. 


To the artisans as their wages - powa pra): Rashi (Shevuot 
10b) explains that these are the artisans who prepared the 
incense in the Temple, and the Temple treasury would pay their 
wages with incense. There is a practical element to this, as the 
artisans were already working with the incense. In addition, in 
this way the transfer of consecrated status from the incense 
would be less public. However, most early commentaries, in- 
cluding Rabbeinu Hananel, hold that this method of reacquiring 
the leftover incense with shekels from the new collection could 
make use of any of the artisans who worked in the Temple, 
including builders and others. 
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He then brings the incense and desacralizes it by transferring its 
sanctity onto the money. The Temple treasurers then give the in- 
cense to the artisans as their wages. Finally, they buy back the in- 
cense with the funds from the new collection, as taught in the 
mishna. 


That money that was used to desacralize the incense, which is now 
consecrated, what should be done with it? Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
says: I say that it should be given to the house of Garmu and to 
the house of Avtinas," who were experts in the preparation of the 
incense and in the production of the shewbread. The producers 
of the incense and the shewbread receive their payment from the 
collection of the Temple treasury chamber. Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav 
Yitzhak said: And this is true only when the treasury owes them 
money from work done previously, but it should not be given to 
them as advance payment for work they will do in the future, as the 
wages for work they do from the month of Nisan and on should 
come from the collection of the new year. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Ba asked: If the Temple treasury did not owe 
these artisans money from work done previously, what would 
be done with the money? Rabbi Ba came and said in the name of 
Rabbi Hiyya, who said in the name of Rabbi Yosei: The treasury 
uses the money to buy offerings with which they replete the 
altar."™ Rabbi Hiyya bar Ba accepted this answer. 


Rabbi Ba bar Kohen asked in the presence of Rabbi Yosei: Is the 
opinion of Rabbi Hiyya bar Ba reversed? There, at first, he need- 
ed clarification with regard to this question, and here it is obvious 
to him that one may use the money to pay for the repletion of the 
altar. The answer to the question was given by Rabbi Ba in the name 
of Rabbi Hiyya, and that same Rabbi Hiyya asked the question. The 
Gemara explains: That about which he needed clarification is 
whether the money used to desacralize the incense may be used to 
purchase sacred vessels. That which was obvious to him is that the 
money may be used to buy offerings for the repletion of the altar. 


Rabbi Hiyya’s initial dilemma with regard to purchasing sacred ves- 
sels with the money used to desacralize incense reflects his indeci- 
sion concerning the dispute about which two amora’im disagreed: 

If one prepared incense in a non-sacred vessel," Rabbi Yosei, son 

of Rabbi Hanina, said: It is disqualified for use in the Temple, as 

incense must be consecrated by being placed in a sacred vessel. 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: It is valid for use, as there is no 

requirement that incense be placed in a sacred vessel during its 

preparation. According to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 

Hanina, all incense is sacred on the level of a sacred vessel. Conse- 
quently, the money exchanged for it will have the same level of 
sanctity, and it can be used to purchase sacred vessels. However, 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, it is possible 

to have prepared incense that has not yet been placed in a sacred 

vessel. The money exchanged for such incense may not be used to 

purchase sanctified vessels, as it does not have the appropriate level 
of sanctity. 


HALAKHA 


They use the money to buy offerings with which they re- 
plete the altar — naran ny ya px»: When the New Moon 
of Nisan arrived, the leftover incense was desacralized by the 
transfer of its sanctity onto the money ordinarily set aside for 
the wages of the artisans. The now consecrated money was 
used to buy offerings for the repletion of the altar. When this 
was done, the artisans received their wages in the form of the 
desacralized leftover incense. The Temple treasury then bought 
back the incense with money from the new collection of the 


chamber. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya 
in the name of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 4:12). 


If one prepared incense in a non-sacred vessel — pana mawa: 
If one prepared the incense using non-sacred ingredients or in 
a non-sacred vessel, it is disqualified for use, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei ben Rabbi Hanina (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:6). 


_ BACKGROUND © 
House of Garmu and house of Avtinas — mgm 7973 ma 
Drva : The Gemara in tractate Yoma relates that these two 
families kept the secret of how to prepare the shewbread 
and the incense, respectively. The incense had a specific and 
secret recipe, while the shewbread had to be baked using 
a secret technique to create its unusual shape. While there 
are many disputes among the commentaries as well as 
among modern researchers with regard to the identification 
of some of the components of the incense, about others 
there is almost no argument. One of these is levona, frank- 
incense, which is also used with most of the meal-offerings 
and is identified as the sap derived from Boswellia sacra trees. 


Frankincense from a Boswellia sacra tree 


With which they replete the altar — nanan mes ja ps»: 
tis explained in a baraita (Shevuot 12a) that the term kayyitz, 
repletion, is derived from the from the word for picking 
figs. The extra burnt-offerings brought when the altar was 
idle are analogous to a sweet dessert, which is an unneces- 
sary but pleasurable addition to a meal. There was no set 
ime for these additional, special offerings. On a day with 
many visitors bringing private offerings there was no need 
or them. 


NOTES 
They use the money to buy offerings with which they 
replete the altar - nayan ny j7a pp: The repletion of 
the altar is referring to the sacrifice of burnt- -offerings when 
the altar was otherwise not being used. The flesh of these 
animals was burnt on the altar and their hides belonged 
to the priests. 
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NOTES 

It is holy — x7 wip: This precise phrase is not found in 
the Torah. Some explain, based on a parallel discussion in 
tractate Keritot 6a, that the intended verse is: “It shall be holy 
to you” (Exodus 30:37; see Mishne LaMelekh on Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:6). An alternative explana- 
tion is that this halakha is derived from the phrase with 
regard to the anointing oil: “It is holy, it shall be holy unto 
you” (Exodus 30:32). If so, however, the text should read 
kodesh hu, i.e., the masculine form, rather than kodesh hi, 
in the feminine. The latter appears in the text here, which 
is in agreement with the word for incense, ketoret, which is 
feminine (Arukh LaNer on Keritot 6a; Mishne LaMelekh on 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 2:6). 


Rabbi Yohanan said incense - myjjvp WAX pri +27: The 
commentaries explained that Rabbi Yohanan must say that 
the phrase: Items that are suitable to be brought as com- 
munal offerings, is referring to incense, as it cannot refer to 
unblemished animals, oils, wine, or fine flour, because these 
are all mentioned explicitly later in the mishna. Moreover, 
those items may be used by individuals as well. Therefore, 
they are less likely to be referred to as items that are suit- 
able for communal offerings (Korban HaEida; Tiklin Hadatin). 


Unblemished lambs that remained unused - nin 
aaan: Rashi (Shevuot 10b) explains that there were always 
six animals that had been examined and found to be free of 
blemishes available for the daily offerings. On the last day of 
Adar, two of them were sacrificed, one in the morning and 
one in the evening, leaving four remaining at the end of the 
Temple year. Rabbi Naftali Tzvi Yehuda Berlin finds difficulties 
with this explanation and suggests that the leftover animals 
were those that went missing and were subsequently found. 
An alternative explanation of how there came to be leftover 
animals is found in the Tosefot HaRosh, citing the Rash Mi- 
Kutzi, who explained that when particularly choice animals 
became available, the Temple would purchase many of 
them at once. Consequently, the Temple could be left with 
remaining lambs at the end of the year. 


HALAKHA 


Unblemished lambs that remained unused - nin 
oan: Once the New Moon of Nisan arrives, it is permit- 
ted to sacrifice communal offerings only from the new col- 
lection of the Temple chamber. The old collection may be 
used only if there are not enough new funds. If the Temple 
treasury owns animals designated as daily offerings that 
were purchased from the old collection, they are redeemed, 
despite the fact that they are unblemished. These animals 
are thereby transferred to non-sacred status and the money 
is allocated to the old collection, from which offerings for 
the repletion of the altar were purchased. 

The reason it is permitted to redeem even unblemished 
animals is because the court stipulated that any animal 
purchased as a daily offering but did not get used may be 
transferred to non-sacred status. This ruling is in accordance 
with Rabbi Hiyya’s explanation of the opinion of Shmuel 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:12). 
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What is the source for the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Hanina? The verse states about incense: “It is holy”" (see Exodus 
30:37). This teaches that its creation, i.e., its preparation, must take 
place in a sacred vessel, so that it has elevated sanctified status 
from its inception. What is the source for the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi? “It is holy,” meaning that it must come from 
the collection of the Temple treasury chamber, i.e., from the 
public and not from an individual. However, once it is purchased 
from communal funds, it may be prepared even in a non-sacred 
vessel. 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Bun, said: The opinion of Rabbi Yosei 
ben Hanina goes in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel. And 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. 


As we learned in a mishna (Shekalim 12a): There is a tannaitic 

disagreement concerning one who consecrates all of his posses- 
sions, and among them there are items that are suitable for use 

as communal offerings. Rabbi Yohanan identified the possession 

the mishna is referring to and said: Incense." Apparently, he 

maintained that it is possible for one to be in possession of incense 

that has not yet been consecrated. Therefore, he must also main- 
tain that incense that was prepared in a non-sacred vessel is valid 

for use, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben 

Levi. Rabbi Hoshaya, said: The mishna should be explained as 

referring specifically to an artisan of the house of Avtinas, who 

would receive incense as his wages. The incense was prepared in 

a sacred vessel, but it could come into his possession after being 

desacralized. 


And the opinion of Rabbi Yosei ben Hanina is in accordance 
with the opinion of Shmuel, as Rav Huna said in the name of 
Shmuel: With regard to the mortar, within which they crushed 
the ingredients of the incense, the Sages considered it like a sa- 
cred vessel with regard to its ability to bestow an elevated, conse- 
crated status upon its contents. Apparently, Shmuel holds that the 
incense must be prepared in a sacred vessel. 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Bun, said: Rabbi Huna said this ha- 
lakha of Shmuel in the presence of Rabbi Yosei and asked: May 
an item that was sanctified in a sacred vessel be redeemed? 
Since placing an item in a sacred vessel elevates its sanctity, ordi- 
narily it would not be possible to transfer its sanctity onto money. 
Yet Shmuel insists that the incense be prepared in a sacred vessel, 
and the leftover incense was desacralized by transferring its sanc- 
tity onto money. Rabbi Yosei said to him: Isn’t that precisely the 
opinion of Shmuel? As Shmuel said: This is a leniency with 
regard to leftover communal offerings, including incense. They 
can, in fact, be desacralized, despite their elevated level of sanctity. 


The Gemara cites the source of Shmuel’s opinion: The amora’im 
disagreed with regard to unblemished lambs that had been set 
aside for the daily offerings and remained unused™ at the end of 
the year. They may not be sacrificed in the coming year, as they 
were not purchased with funds collected for that year. Shmuel 
said: Although in general one may redeem such animals only after 
they develop a blemish, in this case they may be redeemed even 
as unblemished animals. The Temple treasury could then pur- 
chase them anew from the newly collected funds, rendering them 
suitable as offerings for the new year. The same holds true for re- 
maining incense; it too may be desacralized in a more lenient 
manner. Rabbi Yohanan said: Although they are animals remain- 
ing from the previous year, they still must be redeemed in the 
regular manner, like any other consecrated animals that have 
been disqualified. One must wait until they develop a blemish; 
only at that point may they be redeemed. 
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The Gemara raises a similar issue: If goats that were set aside for 

communal sin-offerings were left over at the end of the year, accord- 

ing to Shmuel they may be redeemed in their unblemished state. If 
a burnt-offering may be redeemed unblemished, all the more 

so it should be permitted to redeem an animal set aside as a sin- 
offering. With regard to an animal set aside for a burnt-offering, if 
it was not redeemed in its unblemished state, but became blemished 

and was subsequently redeemed, the funds used for its redemption 

would go to purchase another burnt-offering for the repletion of the 

altar. The value set aside as burnt-offering thus would remain dedi- 
cated to that purpose. In the parallel case of a sin- offering, the funds 

used to redeem a blemished leftover communal sin-offering did not 
go to the purchase of a new sin-offering but to the purchase of a 

burnt-offering for the repletion of the altar as well. Since the animal's 

sanctification as a sin-offering is effectively nullified in any case, it 
is easier in such a case to be lenient and permit the redemption of 
the animal even before it has become blemished. 


Rabbi Ze’eira said in accordance with Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion: 
Even in the case of leftover communal sin-offerings, the animals 
must graze until they develop a blemish; only then may they be 
redeemed. The funds used to redeem the animals became sanctified 
and were allocated for the purchase of burnt-offerings for the reple- 
tion of the altar. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak said: They, i.e., the leftover sin- 
offerings, are themselves used as burnt offerings to replete the altar 
without being redeemed. 


The Gemara asks: But this is difficult: Is there a sin-offering that 

may be brought as a burnt-offering? Rabbi Yosei said: This case 

is different, as it is dealing with a communal offering; communal 

offerings are designated as a particular type of offering only with 

their slaughter, and not when they are consecrated in the first place. 
Rabbi Hiyya offers a different explanation and says: It is a condi- 
tion of the court, which stipulates with regard to remaining ani- 
mals that even if they have been set aside as communal sin-offerings 

they may be sacrificed as burnt offerings. 


HALAKHA 4 + MISHNA One who consecrates all his 
possessions without specifying for what purpose, his possessions 
are consecrated for Temple maintenance. And if among them there 
are items that are suitable for use as communal offerings," which 
may not be used for the maintenance of the Temple but only for 
sacrificial purposes, what is done with those items to remove their 
consecration for Temple maintenance, in order that they may be 
reconsecrated for sacrificial use? 


HALAKHA 


One who consecrates his possessions and among them there 


Ti TT: 


all his ean without e N for what purpose, and 
incense or one of its ingredients is among them, these should 


be given to the Temple artisans as their wages in a procedure 
like that performed with the leftover incense (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 5:10). This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, as explained by Rabbi Yohanan later in 
the Gemara. 
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HALAKHA 


One who consecrates all his possessions, and among 
them there is an animal that is suitable to be sac- 
rificed on the altar - maga ja HM yoD wapan 
mata yaa by TANT: If one consecrates all his possessions 
without specifying for what purpose, and among them 
here are unblemished animals suitable for sacrificing 
on the altar, they are to be sold. The males are sold for 
he needs of burnt-offerings and then sacrificed as such. 
The females are sold for the needs of peace-offerings 
and then sacrificed as such. The money received in the 
sale goes to Temple maintenance, in accordance with 
he halakha that unspecified consecrated items are for 
Temple maintenance (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Arakhin VaHaramin 5:7, 6:1). This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua. 
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They are given to Temple artisans as their wages," and thereby they 
are desacralized;" this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. Ben Azzai 
said to him: This is not the method to be used. Rather, the same 
method that is used to desacralize the leftover incense, as is described 
in the previous mishna, should also be used here, i.e., they set aside 
from the consecrated items the equivalent of the value owed to the 
artisans for their wages, and they desacralize them by transferring 
their sanctity onto the money allocated for the artisans’ wages, and 
then they give those items, which are no longer consecrated, to the 
artisans as their wages. According to both opinions, once the desa- 
cralized items are in the possession of the artisans, one of Temple 
treasurers should repurchase those items using money from that 
year’s new collection ofhalf-shekels, consecrating them for sacrificial 
use during the coming year. 


In the case of one who consecrates all his possessions without spec- 
ifying for what purpose, and among them there is an animal that is 
suitable to be sacrificed on the altar," male or female, what should 
be done with it? 


Rabbi Eliezer says: Since he did not specify otherwise, everything is 

consecrated for Temple maintenance. Therefore, any males should 

be sold for the needs of burnt-offerings, i.e., to individuals who will 

sacrifice them as such. And any females, since they cannot be brought 

as burnt-offerings, should be sold for the needs of peace-offerings, 
i.e. to individuals who will sacrifice them as such. And their mone- 
tary value that is received from their sale is allocated with the rest of 
his property for Temple maintenance. 


Rabbi Yehoshua says: Although he did not specify for what purpose 
he consecrated his possessions, it may be assumed that he intended 
the animals to be consecrated as burnt-offerings. Therefore, any males 
should themselves be sacrificed as burnt-offerings, and any females, 
since they cannot be brought as burnt-offerings, should be sold for 
the needs of peace-offerings, i.e., to individuals who will sacrifice 
them as such, and their monetary value that is received from their 
sale should be used to purchase and bring burnt-offerings. 


According to both opinions, the rest of the possessions, which are 
not suitable for sacrificial use, are allocated for Temple maintenance. 


Rabbi Akiva said: I see the statement of Rabbi Eliezer as more cor- 
rect than the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua, since Rabbi Eliezer 
applied his method equally to both animals and other possessions 
in treating both as consecrated for Temple maintenance, whereas 
Rabbi Yehoshua made a distinction between them." 


NOTES 


They are given to artisans as their wages, etc. — praxd any 
^D) wa: It is not possible to desacralize these items directly 
by redeeming them with money from the Temple treasury. In 
order to desacralize an item, its sanctity must be transferred to a 
non-sacred item, and the money in the Temple treasury was itsel 
consecrated (Melekhet Shlomo, citing Rabbi Suleiman). 


To artisans as their wages, and thereby they are desacralized — 
mva pried: According to Rabbi Akiva, artisans who worked 
for the Temple could be paid with money that had been conse- 
crated for Temple maintenance. Upon paying the artisans, the 
money became desacralized. Just as sanctity can be transferred 
to a non-sacred physical object, it can also be transferred to the 
labor the artisans invested in the Temple, despite the fact tha 
labor is intangible. This is derived from the verse: “And they shal 
make Me a Temple” (Exodus 25:8), which implies that the labor 
itself is also to be funded from the Temple treasury (Tosafot on 
Temura 31b). Ben Azzai argues that since the labor is intangible, 
sanctity cannot be transferred to it. As such, the artisans’ wages 
had to be paid from non-sacred funds. As the mishna states, ac- 
cording to ben Azzai, the money set aside for the artisans’ wages 
must be non-sacred from the outset. The Temple treasurers ac- 


quired these funds as follows: Structures built at the behest of 
the Temple treasury were not consecrated directly. Rather, once 
completed, they were consecrated by transferring the sanctity 
of consecrated money from the Temple treasury onto the struc- 
ture. That money was then desacralized and it was permitted to 
use it to pay the artisans. Or, as ben Azzai suggested, the sanc- 
tity of the consecrated animals could be transferred onto the 
money, which would in turn desacralize the animals. The animals 
would then be given to the artisans as wages and subsequently 
bought back with funds from the new shekels, thereby deconse- 
crating that money and consecrating the animals as communal 
offerings. 


Since Rabbi Eliezer applied his method equally, whereas Rabbi 
Yehoshua made a distinction - Yita ny mI arg saw 
pon yin yan: Some explain that Rabbi Akiva was bothered by 
the fact that Rabbi Yehoshua differentiated between the conse- 
cration of animals and other possessions (Rambam; Rabbeinu 
Meshulam). Others explain that Rabbi Akiva was bothered by 
Rabbi Yehoshua's distinction between male and female animals, 
whereas Rabbi Eliezer applied the same method for both genders 
(Rash Sirilio). 
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Rabbi Papeyyas" said: I heard the statements of both of them 
applied to different situations: One who consecrates all his posses- 
sions and explicitly states that his animals are to be included, clear- 
ly intends to equate his animals with the rest of his possessions, that 
both should be consecrated for the same purpose, i.e., for Temple 
maintenance. Therefore, he should act in accordance with the 
statement of Rabbi Eliezer. However, with regard to one who 
consecrates all his possessions without explicitly specifying that 
this includes his animals, since there is no reason to presume that 
he wishes them all to be consecrated for the same purpose, it is 
presumed that each item is consecrated for the purpose most suited 
to it. Therefore, he should act in accordance with the statement of 
Rabbi Yehoshua. 


In the case of one who consecrates all his possessions, and among 
them there were items that are suitable to be sacrificed on the 
altar, such as wines for libations, and oils for meal-offerings, and 
birds," e.g., turtledoves or young pigeons, Rabbi Eliezer says: They 
are sold for the needs of that kind of item, i.e., to individuals who 
will use them as such. And he should bring with their monetary 
value that is received from their sale burnt-offerings. And the rest 
of the possessions are allocated for Temple maintenance. 


GEMARA The mishna teaches that there is a dispute with re- 
gard to the case of one who consecrates all his possessions, and 

among them there were items that are suitable for use as communal 

offerings. Rabbi Yohanan said: The mishna is referring to one 

whose possessions include ingredients used to prepare the incense. 
Rabbi Hoshaya says: If so, the mishna should be explained as refer- 
ring specifically to an artisan of the house of Avtinas, who would 

receive incense as his wages. There is a dispute about whether the 

incense may be prepared by an individual in a non-sacred vessel and 

then dedicated to the Temple. Explaining the mishna as referring to 

an artisan who received the incense from the Temple means that 

the mishna holds true for both sides of the dispute. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Akiva holds that incense conse- 
crated for Temple maintenance may be desacralized simply by 
giving it to the artisans as their wages, but ben Azzai insisted the 
incense must be desacralized by transferring its sanctity to money. 
The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of ben Azzai? He holds 
that consecrated property cannot be desacralized upon labor 
since it is intangible. Rather, it can be desacralized only upon a 
tangible object, such as money. 


The Gemara notes: We learned in a mishna there (Temura 31b): 
There are certain halakhot that apply to items consecrated for 
Temple maintenance that do not apply to animals consecrated for 
the altar. They are: 


That unspecified consecrated items are consecrated for Temple 
maintenance." 

Consecration for Temple maintenance takes effect on all types 
of objects, even wood, stones, and blemished animals; while 
consecration for the altar takes effect only on objects that may 
be brought as offerings upon the altar. 

One violates the prohibition against misuse of consecrated objects 
by deriving benefit from that which grows from items conse- 
crated for Temple maintenance," such as an egg of a chicken or 
milk of a domesticated animal. One who derives benefit is liable 
to pay a fifth of the principle amount in addition to sacrificing 
the relevant guilt-offering. 

And unlike with animals consecrated to the altar, there is no benefit 
from them for the priests. Priests sometimes benefit from ani- 
mals consecrated to the altar by eating portions of the offerings 
or receiving their hides. 


LANGUAGE 
Papeyyas — D%59: From the Greek Ilaxniac, pappias, 
based on the word father, grandfather, or priest. Although 
there is a Hebrew name with a similar meaning, Sheariah, 
mentioned in | Chronicles 8:38, it is possible that Papeyyas 
is just a form of the Roman name Pappus. 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Papeyyas - D937; Rabbi Papeyyas is mentioned 
among the Sages of the academy of Yavne during the 
generation of the destruction of the Temple. It seems that 
he was younger than Rabbi Yehoshua. A number of his 
testimonies as well as some of his statements of halakha 
and aggada are found in the mishna and other sources. Not 
much is known about his life or his offspring. 


HALAKHA 


One who consecrates all his possessions, and among 
them there were items that are suitable to be sacrificed 
on the altar, such as wines, and oils, and birds - wpa 
nisiy) ow ni» man rah DNI oat ma rm YDD: If 
one consecrated all his possessions without specifying. for 
what purpose, and among them were wine, oil, and fine 
flour that are suitable to be sacrificed on the altar, these are 
sold for the needs of that kind, and then they are sacrificed 
by the buyer. The money received from the sale is used 
o purchase male animals, which are sacrificed as burnt- 
offerings (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramin 
5:8). This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, as Rabbi Akiva stated that he prefers the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer over that of Rabbi Yehoshua. Furthermore, 
although Rabbi Papeyyas disagrees, there is a principle that 
he halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Akiva in disagree- 
ments with a colleague. 


That unspecified consecrated items are consecrated 
for Temple maintenance - man pw niwi onw: If 
one consecrates his possessions without specifying for 
what purpose, they are consecrated for Temple mainte- 
nance. If among them there are animals that are suitable 
to be sacrificed on the altar, these animals are sold to be 
sacrificed as appropriate: The males are sold to be used 
as burnt-offerings and the females are sold to be used as 
peace-offerings. The money from the sale goes to Temple 
maintenance. (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin 
VaHaramin 5:7, 6:1). 


One violates the prohibition against misuse of con- 
secrated objects by deriving benefit from that which 
grows from items consecrated for Temple maintenance — 
wha pim: If one derives benefit from that which 
grows from consecrated objects, he violates the prohibi- 
tion against misuse of consecrated objects. How? If one 
who consecrates a field or tree and subsequently derives 
benefit from its grass or fruit, he is in violation of misuse of 
consecrated objects (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 
5:6). This is in accordance with the mishna in Temura 13a. 
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NOTES 


It is already written: “And if the one who consecrated 
it will redeem his house,’ etc. - W717 OXY IND 133 
1D) "ima OX by: The Gemara assumes that “his house” 
mentioned in this verse in fact refers to his house. That as- 
sumption makes superfluous the phrase “his house” in the 
previous verse. Since it would be superfluous if understand 
literally, the Gemara interprets “his house” in the first verse 
as not referring specifically to a house, but to the entirety 
of one’s possessions, although that includes items that are 
suitable to be brought on the altar (Shiklei Yosef, Vilna Gaon; 
Malbim; Asirit HaEifa on Torat Kohanim, Behukotai 4:9). 


HALAKHA 


Both this case of one who consecrates all his possessions 
and that case of one who consecrates the animals in his 
flock are alike — tv WIPIAT NT PDD] WIPIAT KT: If one 
consecrates all his possessions without specifying for what 
purpose or consecrates an animal without specifying for 
what purpose, the male unblemished animals are sold for 
the needs of burnt-offerings and are sacrificed as such by the 
buyers. The females are sold for the needs of peace-offerings 
and are sacrificed as such by the buyers. The money received 
in their stead, like all unspecified consecrated objects, is for 
Temple maintenance (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin 
VaHaramin 5:7). This is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer, as Rabbi Yohanan explained the disagreement. 
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Rabbi Hananya said that this mishna is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as we learned in the mishna: In the 

case of one who consecrates all his possessions without specify- 
ing for what purpose, and there was among them an animal that 

is suitable to be sacrificed on the altar, whether males or females, 
Rabbi Eliezer says: Any males should be sold for the needs of 
burnt-offerings, i.e., to individuals who will sacrifice them as such; 

and any females, since they cannot be brought as burnt-offerings, 
should be sold for the needs of peace-offerings, i.e., to individu- 
als who will sacrifice them as such. And their monetary value that 
is received from their sale is allocated with the rest of his prop- 
erty for Temple maintenance. Unlike Rabbi Yehoshua, who ar- 
gues with him in the mishna, Rabbi Eliezer assumes that since he 

did not specify otherwise, all one’s possessions, including his ani- 
mals, are consecrated for Temple maintenance and must therefore 

be desacralized. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: The source for Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion is 
the verse: “And when a man shall consecrate his house to be holy 
to the Lord” (Leviticus 27:14). To what case are we referring in 
the verse? If you suggest this verse is referring to a dwelling place, 
that cannot be correct because it is already written: “And if the 
one who consecrated it will redeem his house”" (Leviticus 
27:15). Rather, we are referring to one who, without specifying 
for what purpose, consecrates all his possessions. From here it 
is derived that unspecified consecrated property is allocated for 
Temple maintenance. 


The Gemara cites differing opinions concerning which cases Rab- 
bi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua agree and disagree upon: Rabbi 
Ze’eira said that Rav Huna said in the name of Rav: With regard 
to what case do they disagree? They disagree with regard to one 
who consecrates all his possessions without specifying for what 
purpose. However, with regard to one who consecrates the ani- 
mals in his flock without specifying for what purpose, everyone 
agrees that they are consecrated for the altar. Since the consecra- 
tion includes only items that are suitable to be sacrificed on the 
altar, even Rabbi Eliezer concedes that it is assumed that one 
consecrated them for the altar and not for Temple maintenance. 


Rabbi Ba said that Rav Huna said in the name of Rav: With re- 
gard to what case do they disagree? With regard to one who 
consecrates the animals in his flock without specifying for what 
purpose. However, with regard to one who consecrates all his 
possessions without specifying for what purpose, including ani- 
mals that are unsuitable to be sacrificed on the altar, everyone 
agrees that they are consecrated for Temple maintenance. 


The Gemara asks: According to the opinion of Rabbi Ze’eira, 
it works out well. It is understandable that all agree that when one 
consecrates only animals, his intention is that they be used as 
offerings on the altar, for why else would he consecrate them? 
However, there is a difficulty with the opinion of Rabbi Ba, 
who maintains that even in such a case Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Yehoshua disagree. Isn’t an animal suitable for the altar? Why 
then would Rabbi Eliezer disagree and say that the animals are 
consecrated for Temple maintenance? The Gemara answers: In- 
deed, an animal is suitable for the altar. Why then did this man 
decide to consecrate his animals without specifying that this was 
his intent? Apparently, his intention was not for them to be used 
on the altar; rather, he is like one who says that these animals 
should be consecrated only for Temple maintenance. 


There is a third opinion concerning the dispute: Rabbi Yohanan 
said: There is no difference between the two cases. Both this case 
of one who consecrates all his possessions and that case of one 
who consecrates the animals in his flock are alike." In both cases, 
the disagreement applies. 
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It was taught in the mishna that Rabbi Eliezer holds that animals 
that were consecrated for Temple maintenance are sold to those 
who need to bring them as offerings. What is the status of such 
animals after being sold? Rav Huna said in the name of Rav that 
Rabbi Abbahu said in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: Animals that 
were consecrated for Temple maintenance that were redeemed 
by being sold, while still unblemished and therefore still suitable 
to be used as an offering, are nevertheless transferred to non- 
sacred status. The buyer must then consecrate the animals anew for 
use as offerings. 


The Gemara brings a proof. The mishna (Hullin 130a) said that 
as well: If animals are consecrated after already having developed a 
blemish, only their inherent value is sanctified. Therefore, their 
offspring and their milk are permitted to be used for mundane 
purposes after their redemption, since their sanctity is entirely 
removed upon their redemption. So too, the sanctity of animals 
that are consecrated for Temple maintenance is entirely removed 
upon their being redeemed, even if they are unblemished, as their 
sanctity inheres only in their value. 


The Gemara disarms this proof. Rav Hizkiya said in the name 
of Rav Hisda: The comparison to the mishna should be explained 
as referring to a case where the animals that were consecrated for 
Temple maintenance were redeemed while still unblemished, but 
they then developed a blemish. Once an animal has developed a 
blemish, its sanctity ceases to be inherent and inheres only in its 
monetary value. As long as the animal remains unblemished, it re- 
tains some inherent sanctity that is not removed upon redemption. 


Rabbi Yosei said in the name of Rav Hisda: The mishna (Temura 
31b) said that as well: If animals consecrated for the altar subse- 
quently develop a blemish, it is prohibited to use their offspring 
or their milk for any mundane purpose, even after their redemp- 
tion. The mishna continues: However, if an animal consecrated for 
Temple maintenance subsequently develops a blemish, and is re- 
deemed, it is permitted to use its offspring or milk for mundane 
purposes. The sanctity is fully removed only if the animal has a 
blemish. This implies that even animals that are consecrated for 
Temple maintenance retain some sanctity after redemption so long 
as they are unblemished. 


The Gemara cites support for the opposing view of Rabbi Yohanan 
that even if the animal did not develop a blemish, it loses all its 
sanctity upon its redemption: Rabbi Hizkiya said in the name of 
Rabbi Yosei: Animals consecrated for Temple maintenance that 
were redeemed while still unblemished are entirely transferred 
to non-sacred status; they retain no sanctity at all. 


This must be correct, for if you say they are not entirely transferred 
to non-sacred status but retain some of the sanctity of their original 
consecration for Temple maintenance, how can the sanctity of 
items consecrated to the altar take effect upon items consecrated 
for Temple maintenance? In the mishna, it is clear that when an 
unblemished animal consecrated for Temple maintenance is re- 
deemed by being sold, the buyers may consecrate the animals to 
the altar. But if the animals still retain the sanctity of Temple main- 
tenance, this would not be possible, due to the principle that one 
may not change the status of an item from one type of consecrated 
status to another (see Temura 32b). Perforce, all their sanctity is 
removed upon redemption, despite the fact that they are still un- 
blemished. 
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HALAKHA 


One who set aside a female animal and consecrates 
it for his burnt-offering or his Paschal lamb or his 
guilt-offering - inw inoa indiyd mapa wan: 

Although a female animal is not suitable for a burnt- 
offering, or a Paschal lamb, or a guilt-offering, if one 
set aside a female animal and consecrated it for these 
ypes of offerings, the consecration takes effect, and 

he can make a substitute from it. Since they are un- 
blemished animals, once they attain the sanctity that 
inheres in the item's value, they attain inherent sancti- 
y as well (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Temura 1:21). 
With regard to a burnt-offering, this ruling reflects all 

of the opinions in the baraita. With regard to a Paschal 

amb and guilt-offering, this ruling is in accordance 

with the opinion of the first tanna. 


One who is obligated to sacrifice a guilt-offering 
from an animal less than one year old and brings an 
animal that was two years old — XIT mW Ja OWN 
Den Ja: With regard to one who was obligated to 
sacrifice a sheep less than one year old and brought 
a sheep that was two years old, or one who was obli- 
gated to sacrifice a sheep that was two years old and 
sacrificed a sheep that was one year old, the offering 
is disqualified. The flesh is set aside until the animal 
becomes disqualified; it is then burnt. This ruling is 
in accordance with the Tosefta Zevahim 1:2 (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:26). 
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Substitute — Awan: It is prohibited by the Torah to substitute a 


The Gemara accepts the preceding argument as compelling. Perforce, Rav 
Hisda should accept it. Why, then, does he claim that it is prohibited to use 
for any mundane purpose animals that are redeemed before developing a 
blemish? The Gemara explains: Rav Hisda holds that only animals that are 
blemished will become entirely non-sacred upon redemption. He holds 
that, by rabbinic decree, the sanctity of the altar takes effect upon them. 
With regard to what matters does it take effect? With regard to the prohibi- 
tion against shearing them and using them for labor. However, he agrees 
that according to Torah law, they have no sanctity of the altar, since they 
were not consecrated for that purpose. Therefore, their sanctity is removed 
entirely upon redemption. 


§ It was taught in a baraita: One who set aside a female animal and conse- 
crates it for his burnt-offering, or his Paschal lamb, or his guilt- offering," 
although these offerings may be brought only from a male animal, the 
consecration is still effective in endowing the female animal with inherent 
sanctity, such that it makes a substitute;" if he tries to substitute another 
animal in place of the first, both animals are consecrated. Rabbi Shimon 
says: If one consecrated a female animal for his burnt-offering, it makes a 
substitute; however, if he consecrated it for his Paschal lamb or his guilt- 
offering, it does not make a substitute. Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda said 
in the name of Rabbi Shimon: In all cases, whether one consecrated it for 
his burnt-offering, or for his Paschal lamb, or for his guilt-offering, it does 
not make a substitute. 


The Gemara explains the basis for the different opinions in the baraita: 
Rabbi Yohanan said: The reason for the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as 
cited by the first tanna, is that we find a case in which a female bird is valid 
to be brought as a burnt-offering. It is therefore clear that sanctity of a 
burnt-offering can be applied to a female animal, and consequently, a sub- 
stitute can be made from it. However, this is not true with regard to a Paschal 
lamb or a guilt-offering, which are never brought from a female animal. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: The reason for the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
ben Yehuda in the name of Rabbi Shimon is based on the following a fortiori 
argument: If two animals are of the same kind, i.e., the same gender, and 
one is distinct from the other in a small, invalidating detail, that distinction 
is sufficient to prevent the animal from attaining any sanctity. This is all 
the more so in the case of two animals of different kinds, i.e., of different 
genders, which is a distinction of greater import. If being of one gender 
invalidates the animal, it will certainly prevent the invalid animal from 
attaining any sanctity. 


What is the case of two animals of the same kind, where one is distinct 
from the other in a small, invalidating detail? Like that which was taught 
in a baraita: With regard to one whois obligated to sacrifice a guilt-offering 
from an animal less than one year old and brings an animal that was two 
years old," or one who is obligated to sacrifice a guilt-offering from an 
animal that was two years old and brings an animal that was three years 
old, he does not fulfill his obligation. In the first case, the animal is en- 
dowed with sanctity. However, in the second case, the animal remains non- 
sacred, despite the fact that the two animals are of the same kind and are 
distinct only in regard to one detail, their age. 


NOTES 
allow the proceeds to be used for the purchase of an offering of 


non-sacred animal for one that has been consecrated as an offer- 
ing (see Leviticus 27:9-10). One who does so is liable to receive 
lashes. Furthermore, if one attempts to do so, then, while the 
non-sacred animal is consecrated by the substitution, the original 
animal retains its own sanctity. One is therefore left with two con- 
secrated animals, and the second animal is consecrated with the 
same type of sanctity as the original animal. This is true even in 
cases where the non-sacred animal is not suitable for that type of 
sanctity, e.g. if a female animal is substituted for a burnt-offering 
or any animal is substituted for a sin-offering. In those cases, the 
animal is either killed or left to graze, at which point it is sold to 


hat type of sanctity. Tractate Temura deals extensively with the 
halakhot governing substitution. 


One year old...two years old - waw ]3...72W Ja: There are six 
ypes of guilt-offerings, all of which must come from a male sheep. 
Usually the Torah uses the term ram to indicate this. The term 
ram suggests an older animal, and it is understood to mean that 
he animal should be at the beginning of its second year. This is 
rue in most cases. For some kinds of offerings, such as the guilt- 
offering of a nazirite, the Torah uses the term sheep, and then 
he intention is that a male sheep less than one year old should 
be used. 


IN YRV 137 YIN 937 WON 
ANY TST aX DW vein 
myb TIM W win IT T 
12- ONT wap his ep Kb 
x T: TIM WX piya aN 
WPA PS.DDT WIP NDS AWD? 

AYY- PAT NUT AwIP 


737 ON ANT NX [px] 237 TOK 
Na nbs wna nba piynw a1 
one 


Hynw a IST meh as py KA 
iy xa DWN IND OKA 


MDS WIT OX PAX 137 VX 
OX ae apia- Daw x3 
iDa PX - Ah Ka Dyg wap 

“aby n? 


DAT WIT WANS PIT PT 7 
j1 DIPIT- WIS [TT Tp 


WPA PYN owa KYN 
pax a Tay YIM III KYY 
DNY) bea 3 b3 by wa x 
ny baw 3 MIN WX WN D79% 
ap bon abi iat Dp Wr 

‘nb 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


§ Rabbi Yohanan said: Rabbi Shimon, as cited by Rabbi Shimon ben 
Yehuda, and Rabbi Yehoshua, in the mishna, both said the same idea. 
Just as Rabbi Yehoshua said that a female animal that was consecrated 
without a specific purpose is not consecrated with inherent sanctity as 
a burnt-offering, but rather it is consecrated only with sanctity that 
inheres in the animal’s monetary value, so too, Rabbi Shimon said that 
a female animal that was consecrated to be brought as a burnt-offering 
is not consecrated with inherent sanctity as a burnt-offering, but rath- 
er it is consecrated only with sanctity that inheres in the animal’s mon- 
etary value, which is why one cannot make a substitute from it. It is clear 
that Rabbi Yehoshua holds that the animal does not have inherent sanc- 
tity. If you say he holds that one consecrated the female animal with 
inherent sanctity, then it would not be permitted to sell it for the needs 
of peace-offerings, as Rabbi Yehoshua indeed rules in the mishna. Rather, 
it should have to graze until it develops a blemish, since animals with 
inherent sanctity may not be sold until they develop a blemish. 


The Gemara cites the remainder of the baraita already cited above: Rab- 
bi Yehuda HaNasi said: I do not see the statement of Rabbi Shimon as 
correct with regard to a female animal consecrated for a Paschal lamb. 
Rabbi Shimon said that the animal does not attain any sanctity, since a 
Paschal lamb is brought only from male animals. I disagree, because a 
leftover Paschal lamb, a Paschal lamb that was not slaughtered on Pass- 
over, is brought as a peace-offering, which can be brought from female 
animals. It is therefore appropriate for the consecration for a Paschal lamb 
to take effect upon a female animal and endow it with inherent sanctity, 
in a manner similar to Rabbi Shimon’s own argument concerning a burnt- 
offering. 


But, according to this line of logic, let Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi also say: I 
do not see the statement of Rabbi Shimon with regard to a female 
animal consecrated for a guilt-offering as correct. Rabbi Shimon said 
that the animal does not attain any sanctity, since a guilt-offering is 
brought only from male animals. However, based on Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi’s reasoning in the case of a Paschal lamb, he should also disagree here, 
since a leftover guilt-offering, a guilt-offering that was not sacrificed as 
such because its owner achieved atonement with a different guilt-offering, 
is brought as a burnt-offering, and as Rabbi Shimon himself explained 
that the consecration ofa female animal for a burnt-offering takes effect. 


Rabbi Avin said: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s argument for a Paschal lamb 

does not extend to a guilt-offering, because there is a crucial distinction 

between the cases: If one consecrates an animal as a Paschal lamb, and 

itis not used as such, and it is therefore brought as a peace-offering, the 

animal itself is sacrificed as a peace-offering. However, if one conse- 
crates an animal as a guilt-offering, and it is not used as such, and it is 

therefore brought as a burnt-offering, the animal itself is not sacrificed 

as a burnt-offering. Rather, it is left until it develops a blemish, then it is 

sold, and the proceeds are used for the purchase of a burnt offering. 


What is behind this disagreement between Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and 

Rabbi Shimon concerning a female animal consecrated as a Paschal lamb? 

This one, Rabbi Shimon, says: Surely he consecrated the animal only 
with sanctity that inheres in the animal’s monetary value, since he knows 

that it cannot actually be brought as a Paschal lamb. And this one, Rabbi 

Yehuda HaNasi, says: We do not make that assumption. Rather, he con- 
secrated the animal to have inherent sanctity, and it takes effect because 

a leftover Paschal lamb can be brought as a peace-offering. 


§ Rabbi Yehoshua taught in the mishna that if one consecrates animals 
without specifying for what purpose, the animals are endowed with the 
sanctity of burnt-offerings. Rabbi Ze’eira said in the name of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish: The source for Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion is: 
“Speak to Aaron, and to his sons, and to all the children of Israel, and 
say unto them: Any man of the house of Israel, or of the strangers in 
Israel, that brings his offering, whether it be any of their vows, or any of 
their free-will offerings, which are brought to the Lord as a burnt-offer- 
ing” (Leviticus 22:18). The verse is taken to mean that all vows or free-will 
offerings that can be brought to the Lord, i.e., animals, are consecrated to 
be sacrificed as burnt-offerings unless otherwise specified. 
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NOTES 
The weaver's rod — 813737 XBW: Many explain that the intent 
of this phrase is that the distinction is as obvious as the gap in the 
weave made by a weaver's rod, which is immediately apparent. 
However, others assume the exact opposite, that the gap created 
by the weaver's rod is very small and barely noticeable. So too, here 
the distinction is not immediately obvious (see Korban HaEida). 


LANGUAGE 
The weaver’s rod [shivta dekhadkada] — X13737 KYIV: Some as- 
sume that this is the same rod mentioned in the Mishna (Shabbat 
81a; 122b), from the Greek kepxic, kerkis, genitive kepKidoc, kerki- 
dos, meaning a weaver's shuttle or any taper rod of wood, ivory, or 
bone, used to measure. The original form of the word appears to 
have been karkad, meaning a shuttle, or a sharp rod that is used 
for weaving. Sometimes it is used to refer to any type of sharp rod. 


BACKGROUND 
The weaver's rod - 13737 NDAW: 


Shuttle, which holds the woof threads, being thrown between the warp threads 
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The next verse states: “That you may be accepted, you shall 
sacrifice a male without blemish” (Leviticus 22:19). This verse 
would seem to limit to male animals the principle learned in the 
preceding verse. From where is it derived that even females that 
are consecrated without a specific purpose are also endowed 
with the sanctity of a burnt-offering? The continuation of the 
verse states: “Of the cattle” (Leviticus 22:19), which is a general 
term that comes to include females. 


Rabbi Yitzhak, son of Rabbi Elazar, asked: Although it is ex- 
plicitly written “male.” You said that the phrase “of the cattle” 
comes to include females. If this is true, then in a similar man- 
ner, one could make the following claim: Although it is explic- 
itly written “without blemish,’ you could say that the phrase 
“of the cattle” comes to include blemished animals. For what is 
the difference between them? Why should one assume that the 
phrase “of the cattle” includes only female animals but not blem- 
ished animals? Rav said: The difference between them is so clear 
it is as if the weaver’s rod [shivta dekhadkada]" is between 
them: Female animals are suitable to be brought on the altar in 
some form, whereas blemished animals are never suitable to be 
brought on the altar. 


§ The mishna teaches: In the case of one who consecrates all his 
possessions without specifying for what purpose, and among 
them are wines, oils, and birds, which are suitable to be sacrificed 
on the altar, Rabbi Eliezer says: They are sold for the needs of 
that kind of item, i.e., to individuals who will use them as such, 
and the proceeds are used to purchase burnt-offerings. Rabbi 
Eliezer holds that items suitable for use on the altar that are 
consecrated without specifying their purpose are consecrated 
with sanctity that inheres in the item’s value, yet they are desig- 
nated as burnt-offerings. Therefore, everything, including the 
birds, must be sold to achieve that end. 


Rabbi Abbahu said in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish: 
The source of Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion is: “Speak to Aaron, and 
to his sons, and to all the children of Israel, and say unto them: 
Any man of the house of Israel, or of the strangers in Israel, that 
brings his offering, whether it be any of their vows, or any of their 
free-will offerings, which are brought to the Lord as a burnt- 
offering” (Leviticus 22:18). The verse is taken to mean that all 
vows or free-will offerings that can be brought to the Lord, i.e., 
animals, are consecrated to be sacrificed as burnt-offerings, 
unless otherwise specified. 


The next verse states: “That you may be accepted, you shall 
sacrifice a male without blemish” (Leviticus 22:19). I might 
have thought this verse teaches that an unspecified consecration 
can be fulfilled with the sacrifice of any unblemished male, even 
birds. To reject this possibility, the continuation of the verse 
states: “Of the cattle” (Leviticus 22:19), which includes only 
domesticated animals and not birds. 


Rabbi Yirmeya and Rabbi Bun bar Hiyya were sitting and say- 
ing: There, in explanation of the baraita cited above concerning 
one who consecrated a female animal for a burnt-offering, Rab- 
bi Yohanan said that the reason for Rabbi Shimon’s opinion, 
as cited by the first tanna, that the female is consecrated with the 
inherent sanctity of a burnt-offering is that there is that there is 
a case of a female bird that is valid to be brought as a burnt- 
offering. Yet here, in this case concerning the consecration ofa 
female bird itself, Rabbi Eliezer said this. Presumably, Rabbi 
Eliezer agrees with Rabbi Yohanan’s explanation of Rabbi Shi- 
mon’s opinion. If the argument for a female animal gaining inher- 
ent sanctity when consecrated for a burnt-offering is based on a 
case of a female bird, how can it be that when a bird itself is 
consecrated it does not attain inherent sanctity and can therefore 


be sold? 
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The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yosei said: I established Rabbi 
Eliezer’s opinion as being in accordance with that which Rabbi 
Shmuel said in the name of Rabbi Ze’eira: Anything that can- 
not be sacrificed on the altar, neither itself nor its monetary 
value, as it cannot be redeemed, is consecrated only with sanc- 
tity that inheres in its monetary value." And therefore, you, 
Rabbi Eliezer, said correctly: You are not able to sacrifice this 
bird on the altar, as it is written: “Of the cattle,” and not birds. 
You are not able to redeem the bird were it to have inherent 
sanctity, as there is no concept of redemption for birds." There- 
fore, you must say that it is consecrated only with sanctity that 
inheres in its value. 


§ In the baraita cited above, Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda said in 
the name of Rabbi Shimon that if one consecrates a female animal 
for a burnt-offering, a Paschal lamb, or a guilt-offering, it is en- 
dowed only with sanctity that inheres in the animal’s value, since 
a female animal is invalid for these offerings. Consequently, a 
substitute cannot be made from it. The group of students said in 
the name of Rabbi Yohanan, and Rabbi Ayyevu bar Nagri said 
in the presence of Rabbi Ila, in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: 
The source for the opinion of this tanna, Rabbi Shimon, is the 
verse in the passage about substitution: “And ifit be any unclean 
animal, of which they may not bring an offering to the Lord” 
(Leviticus 27:11), which indicates that an unclean animal that was 
consecrated cannot make a substitution. 


What is the meaning when the verse states “unclean,” as it cer- 
tainly is not referring to an animal of an unclean species of animal, 
i.e., a non-kosher animal, since they are already disqualified by 
a different verse? Rather, it is referring even to an animal of a 
clean, kosher species that is only unclean, i.e., unsuitable, for that 
particular category of offering. 


The Gemara notes: It is difficult to justify this source as the basis 
for Rabbi Shimon’s opinion because, with regard to this, it is 
written in the continuation of the verse: “Then he shall stand the 
animal before the priest. And the priest shall value it”™" (Leviti- 
cus 27:11-12), indicating that before being redeemed, the animal 
must be stood before the priest for valuation. However, Rabbi 
Shimon himself holds that this process is necessary only for ani- 
mals that have inherent sanctity. Perforce, this verse and the pre- 
vious one are referring to cases where the animal has inherent 
sanctity. If so, these verses cannot be used as the basis for Rabbi 
Shimon’s opinion in the baraita. 


Rabbi Ze’eira, in the name of Rabbi Elazar, did not say that this 

verse is the basis of Rabbi Shimon’s opinion. Rather, he explained 

it as the basis for the opposing opinion: “And if it be any unclean 

animal, of which they may not bring an offering to the Lord.” 
The superfluous word “offering” indicates that any animal that is 

not suitable to be sacrificed, neither here, for the type of offer- 
ing for which it was consecrated, nor anywhere else, as any other 

type of offering, is never endowed with inherent sanctity. There- 
fore, a substitute cannot be made from it. 


This principle excludes the case of a female animal that was con- 
secrated for a burnt-offering. Although it is not suitable to be 
sacrificed here, as an animal burnt-offering, it is suitable to be 
sacrificed in another place, such as a bird burnt-offering. This 
verse therefore serves as a source for the opinion of the first tanna 
in that baraita, who holds that a female animal consecrated for a 
burnt-offering, a guilt-offering, or a Paschal lamb is endowed with 
inherent sanctity, and therefore a substitute can be made from it. 


NOTES 


Anything that cannot be sacrificed, neither itself nor its 
monetary value, is consecrated only with sanctity that in- 
heres in its monetary value - x71 x ap mhia» ayyw dp 
partway xdy nwt xd ant xn: This principle is based on 
the following: assumption: ‘Since one is aware that if the item 
is sanctified with inherent sanctity for the altar, there will be 
no recourse for it, he therefore intends from the outset to 
consecrate it only with sanctity that inheres in its value. This 
provides the possibility to redeem and eventually sacrifice 
at least the item's value on the altar (Talmid HaRashbash). 


Then he shall stand and shall value - paym Taym: The 
Torah states: “And if it be any unclean animal, of which they 
may not bring an offering unto the Lord, then he shall stand 
the animal before the priest. And the priest shall value it” 
(Leviticus 27:11-12). The Sages taught that “unclean animal” 
is not referring to an animal of anon-kosher species but any 
animal that is unsuitable as an offering, such as one that is 
blemished. All such animals may be redeemed, but they 
must first be stood before a priest for valuation. 


HALAKHA 

As there is no redemption for birds — i715 ayy pw: Fine 
flour, wine, oil, frankincense, birds, wood, or a sacred vessel 
that was disqualified for use or became ritually impure can- 
not be redeemed, as the verse states: “He shall stand. ..shall 
value” (Leviticus 27:11-12). That which is stood before the 
court can be valued. Since these are not stood before the 
court, they can never be redeemed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe'ah 6:4). 


Then he shall stand and shall value — wit) Taym: One 
who consecrated a living animal and now wishes to redeem 
it, whether it is of a kosher or non-kosher species, whether 
the consecration is for Temple maintenance or to the altar, 
whether it is blemished, or even, in certain circumstances, if 
itis unblemished and suitable to be sacrificed on the altar, it 
must be stood before the court of priests and valued. There- 
fore, if it dies before it is valued, it can never be redeemed; 
rather, it is buried. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin 
VaHaramim 5:12). 
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HALAKHA 


An animal that sodomizes a person or an animal 
that is sodomized - yanam) yaY: An animal that sod- 
omized or was sodomized, although it may be eaten, 
is disqualified for sacrifice on the altar (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 3:6). 


Once every thirty days the prices are set for the Tem- 
ple chamber - mawha ny pywn op owhwd nme: The 
prices for wine and fine flour were set every thirty days 
by the one appointed over the libations. If during that 
time the general price rose, the merchant had to provide 
the goods at the price they had set. If it fell, he had to 
provide the goods at the lower price (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:13). 


NOTES 


The prices are set for the chamber - mawy NY pwn: 
Some explain that this is not the fixing of prices for 
he various goods but the setting of the next month's 
budget, based on how much money was spent during 
he previous month and how much will be needed for 
he next month, in order to cover matters whose cost 
is borne by the collection of the chamber (Rabbeinu 
eshulam). Others explain that when the flour or wine 
supplier claims payment from the Temple at the end of 
hirty days, he many not insist on a particular currency. 
Rather, he is paid in local currency and must bear the 
costs of the exchange himself (Tosefta Shekalim 2:11; Rav 
Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). 


If the wine turned to vinegar — ™ yang oxy: The 
Gemara describes that the wine used for the libations, 
which was brought from the region of Judea, was mi- 
raculously blessed in that it never turned to vinegar 
(Pesahim 42b). The commentaries therefore wonder why 
the mishna here delineates the protocol for a case in 
which it did turn to vinegar. Some explain the mishna’'s 
ruling by noting that the Gemara in tractate Pesahim 
states that wine would turn into vinegar if barley fell into 
it, and there the mishna’s ruling is referring to such a case. 
Even there, the merchant continued to bear responsibil- 
ity for the wine. Another suggestion is that if the wine 
never actually spoiled, this was a miraculous event. Since 
itis improper to rely on a miracle, it is therefore necessary 
to define a protocol for when the miracle does not occur 
(Tosefot Yom Tov on Demai 1:1). 
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The Gemara challenges this principle: Rabbi Avun and Rabbi 
Bun asked in the presence of Rabbi Ze’eira: But there is the 
case of an animal that sodomizes a person or an animal that is 
sodomized," which are not suitable to be sacrificed, neither 
here, for the kind of offering for which it was consecrated, nor 
anywhere else as any other kind of offering, and yet a substitute 
can be made from it. The Gemara answers: He said to them: Even 
I said this principle only with regard to an animal that is actually 
unclean, i.e., from a non-kosher species. But it does not apply to 
an animal of a kosher species that is disqualified for some other 
reason. 


The Gemara notes: But it is difficult to claim that “unclean” is re- 
ferring to an animal of an unclean, non-kosher species, because 
with regard to this, it is written in the subsequent verses: “Then 
he shall stand the animal before the priest. And the priest shall 
value it” (Leviticus 27:11-12), indicating the procedure for redeem- 
ing the animal. This certainly cannot refer to an animal of a non- 
kosher species, since a verse later on (Leviticus 27:27) addresses 
that case. Rabbi Ze’eira’s derivation is therefore problematic. 


HALAKHA §- MISHNA Once every thirty days, the 
prices at which the Temple supplies such as wine, flour, or oil 
will be purchased are set for the Temple chamber." This set price 
is implemented in the following way: Any merchant who under- 
takes to provide fine flour after the chamber set a price of four 
sea per sela, even if the general market price rose and stood at 
three se‘a per sela, he must provide fine flour based on the set price 
of four sea per sela. However, if the chamber’s set price was three 
sea per sela, and the general market price rose to four sea per sela, 
he must now provide fine flour based on the new market price of 
four sea per sela. This is in order that the Temple treasury of 
consecrated property always has the upper hand. 


If the fine flour became wormy, it became wormy for the mer- 
chant, i.e., he bears the loss of the ruined fine flour and must pro- 
vide new fine flour in its place. Similarly, if the wine turned to 
vinegar," it turned to vinegar for the merchant. This is because 
the merchant only receives, i.e., earns, his money once the altar 
is satisfied, i.e., the transaction is only realized once the items have 
been sacrificed on the altar. 


GEMARA It was taught in a baraita in the name of Rabbi 
Shimon: The merchants would immediately receive their money. 
And there was no concern that the items would spoil, because 
priests are vigilant and ensure that no item has a chance to spoil. 
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The chapter described the various uses of the shekels that were collected in the 
Temple treasury. Initially, the funds from the collection of the chamber would be 
separated from those monies and placed in special baskets, which would also conse- 
crate them for their specific uses. The money that remained was called the remains 
of the chamber. The central purpose of the funds from the collection of the cham- 
ber was to purchase communal offerings, while the funds from the remains of the 
chamber were used for the maintenance and upkeep of the Temple structures and 
associated purposes. However, the Gemara explained that funds from the collection 
of the chamber were also used for non-sacrificial purposes. For example, the artisans 
of the Temple were paid from its funds, and the funds were used for other tasks that 
were necessary for the community as a whole. 


This chapter also discussed what was to be done with the surplus funds of the collec- 
tion of the chamber or the remains of the chamber that had not been spent by the 
end of the year. A surplus could also be created if prices fell, as the Temple always 
benefits from the lowest price (or, in the Talmudic phrase, consecrated property has 
the upper hand). This money was put toward goals that were not formally necessary 
but nevertheless important. For example, the Temple decor would be improved with 
the addition of gold plating, and animals were purchased with this money for the 
repletion of the altar, i.e., to be offered at times when the altar was idle. 


The latter part of the chapter dealt with cases of items that were consecrated but 
there was no use for them, or because of their doubtful status they could not be used. 
The Gemara discusses various cases like this, including leftover sacrificial supplies, 
like incense, which were bought with consecrated money, and lost animals that had 
been found and there is some doubt as to whether they are consecrated. These all 
need to be desacralized and there is a complex procedure for doing so, which may 
include repeated acts of desacralizaton to ensure that the sanctity of the Temple is 
not compromised. 


The chapter also considered in passing the sources of various resources required by 
the Temple. It included discussions of whether the animals sacrificed had to come 
from Eretz Yisrael, whether public offerings could be donated by individuals, and 
who funded the ramps that were built in order to bring the red heifer and the scape- 
goat from the Temple Mount to the Mount of Olives. 


Summary of 
Perek IV 
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The main topic of this chapter is the various officials who served in the Temple. 


Apart from the regular sacrifice of communal offerings, thousands of people would 
visit the Temple to pray and bring their private offerings. The performance of the 
Temple service thus required a large number of priests, as well as thorough planning 
and organization. 


The Temple officials also dealt with issues such as improvements to the city, access 
roads to the capital, and projects for the public good. It was therefore necessary to 
appoint people who could deal with complex economic and organizational matters. 
In many cases, it is likely that there was not only an officer, but an entire department 
appointed to perform and supervise the tasks at hand. 


Certain functions required many participants, for example, the preparation of 
the shewbread or the incense. Likewise, the sewing and mending of the priestly 
garments were performed by tailors employed by the Temple, and a special doctor 
was appointed to care for the priests’ medical needs. This chapter provides a list of 
these officials, as well as a partial description of their work. 


In addition to these officials, there were several functionaries of various levels of 
importance in charge of Temple finances. This included administering a system by 
which, in exchange for payment, the Temple would supply private individuals with 
the animals they require for their offerings, as not all people were able or willing to 
bring animals from their own flock. The smooth running of these operations neces- 
sitated a permanent bookkeeping system for receiving the money and supplying the 
variety of requisite services. 


Finally, the chapter discusses the Temple chamber where donations for charity 
money were collected. 


Introduction to 
Perek V 
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HALAKHA 1+ MISHNA These are the officials™ who 
served in specific positions in the Temple: Yohanan ben Pinehas 
was responsible for the seals.” One who paid for a specific type of 
sacrificial item received a seal, which he presented to the Temple 
official in exchange for that item. Ahiyya was responsible for the 


libations, i.e., the wine, oil, and flour prepared with the level of 
ritual purity necessary for the libation offerings and the meal- 
offerings, which accompanied many animal offerings. Ahiyya sup- 
plied the libations to those who presented the appropriate seal. 
Matya ben Shmuel was responsible for the lotteries, which were 
used to select priests for the various Temple services each day. 


papa by nine 


Petahya was responsible for the pairs" of birds,™ i.e., the turtle- 


doves or pigeons, brought by a zav, a zava, a woman after childbirth, 
and a leper. They placed the appropriate sum of money into the 
horn designated for this purpose, and each day Petahya oversaw the 
purchase of birds from that money and their sacrifice in the proper 


manner. 

ny KT Maly aT Ty TNS 
POW OAT INS Tw - MID 
poh yawa yan 


Incidentally, the Gemara mentions: Petahya is Mordecai from the 
book of Esther. And why was he named called Petahya, which 
resembles the word for opening [petah]? The reason is that he 
would open, i.e., elucidate, difficult topics and interpret them" to 


the people, and because he knew all seventy languages" known at 


the time." 


These are the officials — D0227 17 by: According to one 
opinion, all the officials who served in the various positions 
during the entire Temple period were called by the name of 
the first person who served in that role. Some authorities men- 
tion that this was also the practice of the Egyptian kings, who 
were all called Pharaoh after the first one, and the dynasties of 
Abimelech and Melchizedek (Vilna Gaon; Tiferet Yisrael). This 
interpretation can be accepted only according to the second 
opinion mentioned in the Gemara, that the tanna of the mishna 
enumerates those who lived in his generation, and thus bore 
the names associated with their offices. According to the other 
opinion, that the names of particularly righteous officials are 
listed, then the officials must have had individual names. 


Petahya was responsible for the pairs - p3p7 by TID: 
Because Petahya is identified with Mordecai, whose father was 
from the tribe of Benjamin and mother was from Judah (Megilla 
12b). Some later commentaries conclude that these officials 
did not have to be from the tribe of Levi (Rav Ya'akov Emden 
on Menahot 65a). 

It was necessary to appoint a great scholar, such as Mordecai, 
over the distribution of pairs of birds because the halakhot 
for when the zav, zava, and a woman after childbirth bring 
offerings are numerous and complex. Another explanation is 
that a great scholar was required for this position because it 
was sometimes unclear from the statements of those bringing 
these offerings if the offerings were for their ritual purification 
or intended as the thanks-offering of a poor person (Maharsha). 


The pairs of birds — p3p: There are several cases in which one 
must bring a pair of birds, consisting of either turtledoves or 


NOTES 


pigeons. One bird is sacrificed as a burnt-offering, while the 
other is a sin-offering. These offerings must be brought in spe- 
cific situations, e.g., the sin-offering of a poor person (Leviticus 
5:7-10), a poor woman after childbirth (Leviticus 12:8), a poor 
leper (Leviticus 14:22), and a zav (Leviticus 1514-15) or zava 
(Leviticus 15:29-30) who have undergone ritual purification. 


That he would open difficult topics and interpret them — 
yori maT Mis MAW: The later commentaries note that, ac- 
cording to Tosafot (Menahot 64b), the name Mordecai from the 

book of Esther was given to all those who fulfilled this function 

in the Temple. Since the original Mordecai was described as 
“interpreting for the good of his people” (Esther 10:3), all officials 
named after him were expected to be able to interpret complex 
issues (/yyun Ya'akov on Menahot 65a). 


And he knew all seventy languages — wh DAWA YIN: 
The Gemara (Menahot 65a) asks: What was exceptional about 
Mordecai? After all, every member of the Sanhedrin had to 
know all seventy languages. The Gemara explains that Mordecai 
was exceptional in that he could even mix other languages 
and interpret, i.e he knew all those languages well enough 
to pun on the various meanings of their words (see 13b; see 
Menahot 64b). 


All seventy languages known at the time - yw Dyawa: 
Although there are many more than seventy languages in the 
world, the commentators note that these seventy were the ba- 
sic, primary ones. At the time of the Tower of Babel, God mixed 
all the languages so that many additional ones developed from 
the original seventy (Tiferet Yisrael). 


HALAKHA 


These are the officials — Dawa jt by: There was a per- 
manent need for special Temple officials responsible for 
he following fifteen areas: (1) The timetable of Temple 
duties, (2) locking the gates, (3) guarding, (4) Levite singers, 
5) the cymbal and other musical instruments, (6) lotteries, 
7) pairs of birds, (8) seals, (9) libations, (10) healing the 
priests suffering from intestinal disease, (11) the water supply, 
12) preparation of the shewbread, (13) preparation of the 
incense, (14) preparation of the Temple curtains, (15) and 
he preparation of the priestly garments. This is the opinion 
of the Rambam. The Ra’avad questions his omission of an 
official responsible for the garment shreds used for wicks 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:1, and the 
comment of the Kesef Mishne). 


BACKGROUND 


The seals — nininini: Although each individual was permit- 
ted to supply his own animal and flour for his offering, in 
practice this was difficult for those who visited the Temple 
from far away. They would purchase the necessary items 
either in the markets of Jerusalem or through the appro- 
priate Temple official. Buying the offering in the Temple 
ensured that their offering would not be defective in any 
way. When the petitioner paid the official for the sacrificial 
item, he received a receipt in the form of a seal. He presented 
this seal to another official, who supplied him with the ap- 
propriate item. At the end of each day, both the receipts and 
the amount of money actually collected were tallied and 
the amounts compared. In the event of a deficit, the official 
who received the payments was required to make up the 
difference from his own pocket. Each day’s seals were stored 
in a place called the chamber of seals. 


The pairs of birds — papi: The two types of birds that 
can be brought as offerings are pigeons [benei yona] and 
turtledoves [torim] (Leviticus 1:14). The tor is identified as 
Streptopelia turtur, while the yona is identified as Columba 
livia domestica. 
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PERSONALITIES 

Nehunya the well digger — prow ain man): The formal 
position of Nehunya the well digger was to take care of the 
water supply for Jerusalem, especially for those visiting the 
capital on the pilgrimage Festivals. The Gemara mentions 
that Nehunya was an expert in locating water sources and 
would dig wells along the water channels so that they drew 
water from underground sources in addition to collecting 
rainfall. The Gemara further praises him for transferring the 
ownership of these wells to the public domain. 


HALAKHA 

Temple crier — 1813: This was the official responsible for the 
Temple timetable. At the appropriate time, he or one of his 
staff announced: Arise, priests, to your service; and Levites 
to your platform to sing; and Israelites to your watch; as 
a group of Israelites represented the entire nation at the 
sacrifice of the communal offerings. Upon hearing this an- 
nouncement, each group went to their designated duty 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:2). 


BACKGROUND 


Preparation of the shewbread - 01573 ond mwya: Due to 
its unique shape, special skill was needed for its preparation. 


Priests replacing the shewbread 
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The mishna resumes the list of officials. Ben Ahiyya was responsible 
for the care of the priests who suffered from intestinal disease. 
Nehunya was the well digger’ for pilgrims on their way to Jerusalem 
for the Festivals. Gevini was the Temple crier" who would awaken 
the priests and the Levites for their Temple duties. Ben Gever was 
responsible for locking the Temple gates in the evening and for 
unlocking them in the morning. 


Ben Bevai was appointed over the shreds of garments," which were 
formed into wicks for the Temple candelabra. He also supervised 
the twisting of those wicks into the appropriate thickness for the 
various nights during the different seasons of the year. Ben Arza was 
responsible for the cymbal, which was rung as a signal that the 
Levites should commence their song. Hugras ben Levi was respon- 
sible for the song. He taught and conducted the singers in the 
Temple. 


The house of Garmu was responsible for the preparation of the 
shewbread;° the house of Avtinas was responsible for the prepara- 
tion of the incense; and Elazar was responsible for weaving the 
Temple curtains; and Pinehas was the valet, who assisted the 
priests in fitting their clothes and dressing themselves for their 
Temple service. 


GEMARA The mishna lists fifteen names of officials who filled 
specific positions in the Temple, despite the fact that during the 
many years of the Temple there must have been far more than fifteen 
officials who served those functions. Rabbi Hizkiyah said that 
Rabbi Simon and the Rabbis disagreed as to why the mishna men- 
tions only these fifteen names. One of them said: The mishna 
comes to enumerate those who were the most fit of all the officials 
who served in each position, from whatever generation they were 
from. And the other said: The tanna who was in that generation 
enumerated those functionaries who served in his generation. 


Several of these officials are also mentioned in the mishna in Yoma, 
some for praise (37a), and others for censure (38a). The Gemara 
notes that this issue is related to the aforementioned dispute. The 
one who said that the mishna comes to enumerate the most fit of 
those who served from whatever generation claims that when the 
mishna in Yoma says: “The memory of a righteous person shall 
be for a blessing” (Proverbs 10:7) it is in reference to all of them. 
According to this opinion, the tanna in Yoma maintains that the 
reason these officials did not teach their specialties to others was 
because they wanted to prevent their knowledge from being used 
for idol worship. The only officials censured are those like ben Kam- 
tzar, who refused to divulge their secrets for unworthy reasons, but 
these people are not mentioned in the mishna. 


Conversely, the one who said that the tanna who was in that gen- 
eration enumerated those officials who served in his generation, 
he claims that the mishna in Yoma says: “But the name of the 
wicked shall rot” (Proverbs 10:7) in reference to all of them. And 
with regard to whom is the tanna in Yoma speaking when he cites 
the verse: “The memory of a righteous person shall be for a bless- 
ing”? He is referring only to ben Katin, who improved the basin for 
the priests in the Temple, and his colleagues. 


Gevini the crier — 1113 943: The Meʻiri, in his commentary 
on Yoma 28a, explains that Gevini the Temple crier stood on 
the Temple roof every morning at daybreak to determine 


NOTES 
Over the shreds [pakia] of garments — 997573 by: The interpre- 
tation in the commentary is in accordance with the statement 
(14a) that a fixed amount of oil, i.e., a half-/og, was placed in each 


when the sky was sufficiently bright and the time of the cup of the candelabrum throughout the year. Consequently, it 
slaughter of the daily offering had arrived. At the appropri- was necessary to adjust the thickness of the wicks so that the 
ate moment, he would proclaim: Barkai; it is light! In the Je- half-log of oil would last the entire night during all seasons 
rusalem Talmud it is asked how they could rely upon a single of the year. Thicker wicks caused the oil to burn more quickly. 


witness in this regard, as slaughtering the daily offering at 


The Babylonian Talmud (Yoma 23a) interprets this phrase 


the wrong time violates a prohibition. The Gemara there an- entirely differently. According to the Gemara there, pakia means 


swers that even a single witness is trusted with regard to a 


lashes. This official, whom the Gemara calls Biva’i, was in charge 


matter whose truth can easily be verified (Jerusalem Talmud, of the physical punishment meted out to those who were neg- 


Yoma 3:1). 


ligent in their Temple duties. 
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§ After recording the praises of certain historical figures, the Ge- 
mara continues in a similar vein. Rabbi Yona said that it is written: 
“Therefore will I divide him a portion among the great, and he 
shall divide the spoil with the mighty; because he bared his soul 
until death, and was numbered with the transgressors” (Isaiah 
53:12). This verse is referring to Rabbi Akiva,’" who conveyed the 
Oral Law to the people by arranging the halakhic and homiletic 
midrash. 


And some say that the members of the Great Assembly arranged 
these compilations of Torah knowledge. But if so, what did this 
Sage, Rabbi Akiva, arrange? He arranged the interpretive method 
of generalizations and details. 


Rabbi Abbahu said: The lineage of Salma, son of Caleb, son of 
Hur, is listed in the book of Chronicles. It is written there: “And 
the families of scribes that dwelt at Jabez: The Tirathites, the 
Shimeathites, the Sucathites; these are the Kenites that came of 
Hammath, the father of the house of Rechab” (1 Chronicles 2:55). 
What is the meaning when the verse states the word scribes, liter- 
ally, counters? It does not mean that they were scribes; rather, it 
means that they crafted the halakhot of the Torah into numbered 
groups. They categorized and brought together disparate halakhot 
into a mnemonic device to assist learners. 


The Gemara lists some examples of this numerical categorization: 
Five categories of people may not separate teruma; five types 
of grain require the separation of halla from their dough; fifteen 
categories of women exempt their co-wives from levirate marriage 
and halitza if they were both married to the same man who died 
childless; thirty-six transgressions for which one is liable to receive 
karet are listed in the Torah; thirteen matters are stated with 
regard to the unslaughtered carcass of a kosher bird; there are 
four primary categories of damages; and the number of primary 
categories of labor prohibited on Shabbat is forty-less-one. 


The Gemara cites a different interpretation for the Hebrew word 
for scribe. Rabbi Eliezer said: It is written: “Now this is the copy 
of the letter that the king Artaxerxes gave to Ezra the priest the 
scribe, a scribe of the words of the mitzvot of the Lord, and of His 
statutes to Israel” (Ezra 7:11). What is the meaning when the verse 
states the word scribe [sofer]! twice? “Scribe” can be interpreted 
as scholar. The verse is not redundant; rather, it means that just as 
Ezra was a scholar in matters of Torah, so was he a scholar in 
matters of the Sages," i.e., the Oral Law. 


Therefore will | divide him a portion among the great.. 
is Rabbi Akiva - KJP% ray m...c-a1a 19 Poms 139: The later com- 
mentaries explain why this verse is a particularly apt description 


of Rabbi Akiva. The phrase: “Therefore will 


among the great,’ is interpreted as referring to God's promise 


0 allocate a portion in paradise to Rabb 
students who died in a plague (see Yeva: 
Rabba 61:3). The statement: “And he sha 
he mighty,’ is referring to the martyrs of 
pas and Lulianus, who were called migh 


rewards with these righteous men. 


The subsequent phrase: “Because he bared his soul until 
death,” relates to Rabbi Akiva’s sacrifice of his life when he vio- 
lated the imperial decree and taught Torah in public. Finally, the 


| divide the spoil with 


y because they falsely 
confessed to killing a princess and delivered themselves over 
o execution, thereby saving the rest of the Jews from a decree 
of persecution (see Pesahim 50a and Rashi there). The verse is 
hinting that Rabbi Akiva will share the spoils of the heavenly 


NOTES 
„this 


phrase: “And was numbered with the transgressors,” is an allu- 
sion to his place amongst those martyred by the Roman empire, 
a list that also includes Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel and Rabbi 
Yishmael. This last phrase of the verse alludes to Rabbi Yishmael’s 
comment to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel after their arrest: Do 
not suppose that | am crying over our execution; | am crying 
only over the fact that we are to be executed like murderers and 
Shabbat transgressors (Semahot 8:8; see Avot DeRabbi Natan 41). 


| divide him a portion 


i Akiva and his 24,000 
mot 62b and Bereishit 


Lod, the brothers Pap- 

Just as he was a scholar in matters of Torah, so was he a 
scholar in matters of the Sages — Min Nata Wid WAY OWS 
2220112712 Wid m7 JB: According to some commentaries, this 
statement is also based on the meaning of scribe as a counter. 
The phrase: Just as he was a scholar in matters of Torah, means 
that he counted the letters of the Written Law and thereby 
established the accurate text, while the phrase: So was he a 
scholar in matters of the Sages, means that he tallied the Sages’ 
halakhic rulings (Korban HaEida). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Akiva - xaypy +37: Akiva ben Yosef was one of the 
greatest of the tanna‘im from just after the destruction of 
the Second Temple until the bar Kokheva revolt. 

According to legend, Rabbi Akiva began his studies at 
the age of forty, when Rachel, the daughter of the wealthy 
Kalba Savua, agreed to marry him on condition that he 
would go and study Torah. Rabbi Akiva became the student 
of Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus and Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Hananya. Ultimately, he became a great scholar, with 24,000 
students of his own. 

Rabbi Akiva's foremost students included Shimon ben 

Azzai and Shimon ben Zoma, with whom he studied eso- 
teric elements of the Torah. Later, he taught Rabbi Meir and 
Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai, among others. He supported bar 
Kokheva's revolt against the Roman authorities, declaring 
him the Messiah. Even when Hadrian banned the study of 
Torah, Rabbi Akiva continued gathering Jews and teaching 
Torah. Finally, he was captured and executed. He is listed as 
one of the ten martyrs. 
Rabbi Akiva collected early rabbinic teachings and 
worked to organize the Oral Torah systematically. The work 
done by Rabbi Akiva and his students served as the basis 
for the Mishna that was later redacted by Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi and his disciples. 


LANGUAGE 


Scribe [sofer] - 151: The word for a scribe in the language 
of the Sages bears several related meanings. One of these 
denotations is a Torah scholar, one who understands the 
sacred books. The title Ezra the Scribe is referring to his sta- 
tus as a Torah scholar. The Sages sometimes refer to rabbinic 
law in general as matters of the scribes, for the same reason. 
Another meaning of this word is closer to the English mean- 
ing of the term scribe: One who prepares documents and 
books, not only sacred writings, but also contracts, bills of 
divorce, and the like, both for the use of the courts and for 
private citizens. A third meaning of this word is a children’s 
teacher who instructs them how to read. 
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NOTES 

The former were akin to angels, etc. - pasa PaT [7 
"131: One explanation of this metaphor is that if the former 
generations are considered by us as angels, i.e., if we relate 
to their statements as sacred, as though they were issued 
by heavenly angels, we can be considered human. However, 
if we consider the former generations as merely human, 
appointing ourselves as the judges of possible errors in 
their statements and rulings, we have placed ourselves 
on the level of donkeys (Hut HaMeshulash, citing Rabbi 
Akiva Eiger). 


HALAKHA 


One who purchases grain for feeding an animal, etc. - 
^D mana yu npin: For certain items, the Sages did not 
require the separation of tithes from doubtfully tithed pro- 
duce. Examples of such produce include grain purchased 
for planting or for animal fodder, flour for processing animal 
hides or for medicinal purposes, oil for lighting a lamp or for 
polishing utensils, and wine for healing the eyes. If an am 
haaretz, one who is ignorant and neglectful about tithes, 
states that tithes have been separated from this produce, 
his claim is accepted and one need not separate tithes 
(Rambam Sefer Zera’‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aserot 13:14). 


PERSONALITIES 


Ben Azzai — »xt¥ ya: Shimon ben Azzai was one of the 
tanna‘im in the city of Yavneh. Although he did not received 
formal ordination, which is why he is never referred to with 
an honorific but only by his name, and often only by his 
father’s name, he was respected as one of the great Torah 
scholars of his generation. 

t appears that ben Azzai did not study Torah in his youth 
until he met the daughter of Rabbi Akiva, who promised to 
marry him if he were to commit himself to learn Torah. He 
began his studies with Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Yishmael 
and ultimately became a devoted student and colleague of 
Rabbi Akiva, whom he considered the leading sage of the 
generation. His devotion to Torah study was so complete 
that he was unable to live a normal family life and either he 
never actually married Rabbi Akiva's daughter or perhaps 
he married her but only lived with her for a brief period. 

We find ben Azzai’s teachings in both halakha and ag- 
gada throughout the Talmud, and he served as a mentor for 
such students as Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Shimon. 

Aside from his study of the revealed Torah, ben Azzai 
was involved in the study of its esoteric traditions. Accord- 
ing to the Gemara, together with Rabbi Akiva, ben Zoma, 
and Elisha ben Avuya, ben Azzai entered the Pardes, i.e., 
delved into esoteric mystical matters, with only Rabbi Akiva 
surviving unscathed while ben Azzai is described as having 
gazed and died (Hagiga 14b). With regard to him the verse 
states, “Precious in the eyes of God is the death of His pious 
ones” (Psalms 116715). 


= 


Ben Zoma - Xt a: Shimon, son of Zoma, was a disciple 
of Rabbi Yehoshua and a student and colleague of Rabbi 
Akiva. Ben Zoma was considered one of the great Sages of 
his time, but he never received formal ordination, appar- 
ently due to his youth. For this reason, he is not referred 
to by the honorific Rabbi, but only by his father's name. 
Many of his statements are found in both halakha and 
aggada throughout the Talmud, and he was particularly 
acclaimed for his sermons on the Bible, to the extent that 
it is stated: Upon ben Zoma’s death the sermonizers came 
o an end (Sota 49a). 


Ben Hakhinai — 'x»ə7 ya: Rabbi Hannanya, or Hannina, 
son of Hakhinai, was one of those who deliberated before 
he Sages in Yavne and was identified as one of those who 
new seventy languages. Ben Hakhinai was an especially 
devoted student of Rabbi Akiva. Traditions reported in 
his name can be found throughout the Mishna, the Tosefta, 
various compilations of halakhic midrash, and the Talmud. 
n one midrash he is listed among the renowned ten 
martyrs. 
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Rabbi Haggai said in the name of Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahman: 
The former Sages, i.e., the scholars of earlier generations, meta- 
phorically plowed and planted, weeded, cleared thorns, hoed, 
harvested, gathered sheaves into a pile, threshed the sheaves, 
winnowed the threshed grain, separated the bad grain form the 

good, ground the remainder into flour, sifted the flour in a sieve, 
kneaded the dough, smoothed the surface of the unbaked loaves 

with liquid, and baked the bread. They prepared everything so 

that we should be able to grasp Torah concepts; and yet, after all 
that, we have nothing to eat, as we are still unable to understand 

the Torah properly. 


The Gemara cites another metaphor with regard to the relation- 
ship between the earlier and later generations. Rabbi Abba bar 
Zemina said in the name of Rabbi Ze’eira: If the former gen- 
erations were akin to angels," we are akin to humans; and if they 
were akin to humans, we are akin to donkeys. Rabbi Mana said: 
At that hour, when the previous statement was issued, they also 
said: We are not even comparable to the female donkey of 
Rabbi Pinehas ben Yair. 


§ The Gemara explains the reference to this particular donkey. 
The donkey of Rabbi Pinehas ben Yair was stolen by robbers 
one night. It was kept hidden by them for three days, and yet 
it did not eat anything. After three days, they reconsidered and 
decided to return it. They said: Let’s get it out of here, so that 
it shouldn’t die in our possession and leave a stench in our cave. 
When they set it free it went and stood by its master’s gate and 
began braying. Rabbi Pinehas said to the members of his house- 
hold: Open up for that poor creature, which has gone three 
days without eating anything. They opened the gate for it, and 
it entered Rabbi Pinehas’ courtyard. 


He told them: Give it something to eat. They placed barley 
before it, but it would not eat. They said to him: Rabbi, it will 
not eat. He said to them: Has the barley been tithed so that it is 
fit to eat? They replied: Yes. He then asked them: And have you 
separated their doubtfully tithed produce? Did you tithe the 
grain about which there is doubt as to whether it has been tithed 


properly? 


They replied: Didn’t you teach us the following, Rabbi: One 
who purchases grain for feeding an animal," or flour for pro- 
cessing animal hides, or oil for lighting a lamp, is exempt from 
separating doubtfully tithed produce? There is no need to 
separate tithes from doubtfully tithed produce to feed a donkey. 
He said to them: What can we do for that poor creature, which 
is very strict with itself and will not eat even from doubtfully 
tithed produce, despite this exemption? And they therefore 
separated tithes from the doubtfully tithed produce, and the 
donkey finally ate the barley grains. 


§ The mishna states that Petahya was responsible for the pairs 
of birds. The Gemara mentions some of the talents of this 
Petahya. Come and see how great was the skill of that man. He 
could open, i.e., elucidate, difficult topics and interpret them. 
As mentioned in the mishna, he understood all seventy lan- 
guages. The Gemara adds: It was taught in a baraita: A Sanhed- 
rin that includes two members who are able to speak all the 
seventy languages, and all of its members are at least capable of 
understanding those languages, this court is minimally fit to 
serve as a Sanhedrin. 


If it has three who can speak those languages, it is a medium 
level Sanhedrin. If it has four, it is a wise Sanhedrin. In Yavne, 
the Sanhedrin included four who could speak all seventy lan- 
guages: Ben Azzai,’ ben Zoma,’ ben Hakhinai,’ and Rabbi 
Elazar ben Matya. 
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The Gemara cites a story that exemplifies Petahya’s skills at under- 
standing linguistic allusions. Rabbi Hisda said: Once Eretz Yis- 
rael dried up. There was a drought, no grain grew there, and the 
Sages did not know from where they could bring the omer, the 
measure of barley brought as a communal offering on the sixteenth 
of Nisan. 


And there was a mute present there who knew where barley was 
growing that year. He came to the Sages and gestured to them with 
his hands. He placed one of his hands on roofs [gagot] and the 
other hand on huts [tzerifin], alluding to the name of the place 
where barley could be found. Since they did not understand his al- 
lusions, they brought Petahya before him, who observed the ac- 
tions of the mute and said to them: Is there a place called Gagot 
Tzerifin® or Tzerifin Gagot? They remembered that there was in- 
deed such a place. They went there and found barley for the omer 
offering. 


The Gemara relates a similar story. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Bun, 
said: Once all the grain in the entire world was blighted, and the 
Sages did not know from where they could bring barley for the 
omer. And again there was a mute present there who knew where 
barley was growing. He came before the Sages and gestured to them 
with his hands. He placed one hand on his eye and the other hand 
ona doorjamb [sokhara].' Since the Sages were unable to under- 
stand his allusions, they brought Petahya before him, who ob- 
served his actions and said to them: Is there a place called Ein 
Sokher® or Sokher Ein? They remembered that there was indeed 
such a place. They went there and found barley for the omer offering. 


The Gemara cites yet another story that exemplifies Petahya’s deci- 
phering skills. There were three women’ who brought their own 
pair of birds to the Temple. It was not clear which type of offering 
each of them intended to bring. One of the women said: This pair 
of birds is for my fountain; and the second one said: It is for my 
sea; and the third one said: It is for my ziva. 


With regard to that woman who said: For my fountain, the Rabbis 
thought to say that she meant that her post-menstrual blood was 
flowing like a fountain." She was therefore bringing the pair of birds 
of a zava, as a sin-offering and a burnt-offering for her ritual purity. 
However, Petahya said to them: She was endangered in a fountain. 
She has brought this pair of birds as a thanks- offering for her escape 
from that life-threatening situation. 


LANGUAGE 


Doorjamb [sokhara] — 1310: Several interpretations have been 
suggested for this Aramaic term. Some say it is referring to the 
hole in the doorpost into which the bolt is inserted, as it is 
spelled similarly to the Aramaic root sgr, which means to close 
(Rashi; Sefer HaArukh). Another interpretation is that it means a 
dam that stops the flow of water in a river (Tosafot). Alternatively, 
it means a grave (Josafot). 


Three women - m'w) why: This incident is cited to teach that 
Petahya not only understood many languages, he was also 
acquainted with the dialects and idioms used in different com- 
munities. Consequently, even when the other Sages under- 
stood the literal meaning of what each woman said, he alone 
perceived that each woman actually had an entirely different 
intention in mind. 


| NOTES © 


ia 

eS ne 
Roman dam near Mérida, in Extremadura, Spain, dating from the first or second 
century CE 


Flowing like a fountain — pyaa nyaiw: In the Babylonian Tal- 
mud the text reads: For my period [onati], which the other 
Sages thought was a reference to the time for her offering, i.e., 
the eighth day of purity after she had been a zava (Menahot 
64b; and see Rashi there). Petahya explained that the woman 
was actually referring to her delivery from a life-threatening 
infection of her eye [einati]. 


BACKGROUND 


Gagot Tzerifin — %9% njaa: An alternate version of the text 
reads: The gardens of Tzerifin. Either way, this place is gener- 
ally identified with modern-day Tzerifin, a name preserved 
in Arabic as jks! 448 po, sarafand al-'amār, which was a 
village east of Rishon LeTzion, along the road from Ramle 
to Jaffa. 


Map showing location of Tzerifin and the surrounding area 


Ein Sokher - 131d py: The accepted identification of Ein 
Sokher is the valley called in Arabic „Kue Jew, sahl askar. 
It is located southwest of Mount Ebal, and the main road 
from Shechem to Jerusalem runs through it. The name 
is apparently derived from a deep well [ein] located in a 
neighboring village. 


Map showing location of Ein Sokher and the surrounding area 


Mikhmett ale, which includes the valley of Ein Sokher 
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NOTES 
For my sea — mn: Some commentaries explain that because 
the term for sea is similar to the word for day [yom], the Sages 
took her statement to mean that she had completed the days of 
her zava status and was now bringing the offerings for her ritual 
purity (Rabbeinu Gershom on Menahot 64b). 


Since the priests would walk barefoot...they would contract 
intestinal disease - prea »7..D3m pada oat yw vp by 
Dyan bin mph: The later commentaries are puzzled as to how 
the priests could contract illnesses, as the verse states: “One who 
keeps a mitzva shall know no evil thing” (Ecclesiastes 8:5). This 
seems to indicate that no harm will befall someone who is per- 
forming a sacred service. Even if one would say that a miraculous 
intervention would be necessary to prevent barefoot priests from 
falling ill, it would be fitting for this to occur in the Temple, as the 
Sages have stated that miracles occurred regularly there (see 
Avot 5:5). 

The commentaries explain that it is God’s will that the Temple 
service should entail some suffering. Alternatively, only priests 
who were not absolutely sincere but were haughty and profit 
seeking would fall prey to these illnesses (Minhat Elazar). 


HALAKHA 

Since the priests would walk barefoot, etc. - Dyan vaw hy 
D1 DDT pada: Because the priests serving in the Temple would 
invariably stand directly on the stone floor, eat a lot of meat, and 
wear a single garment, they would frequently contract intestinal 
disease. Consequently, an official was appointed over this matter 
to heal their sicknesses and constantly look after their welfare, 
along with a specially designated staff (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:14). 
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With regard to that woman who said: For my sea," the Rabbis 
thought to say that she meant that her post-menstrual blood 
was flowing like the sea, which likewise means that she was a 
zava bringing her offerings for ritual purity. But Petahya said to 
them: She was endangered in the sea, so she too has brought 
this pair of birds as a thanks-offering. 


Finally, with regard to that woman who said: For my ziva, the 
Rabbis thought to say that she meant that she was an actual 
zava, and she was therefore bringing an offering for ritual pu- 
rity. But Petahya said to them: A wolf [ze’ev], a word that is 
similar to the one she used, came and attempted to snatch her 
son, but he was ultimately saved. She, too, has brought this pair 
of birds as a thanks-offering. 


§ The mishna states that ben Ahiyya was appointed to treat 
those priests who suffered from intestinal disease. The Gemara 
explains why priests were particularly susceptible to this ailment. 
Since the priests would walk barefoot" on the floor, even 
when it was cold, as their feet had to be in contact with the 
stones of the Temple floor, and since they would eat a lot of 
meat from the offerings and drink a lot of water, they would 
contract intestinal disease." And ben Ahiyya knew that this 
particular type of wine was good for healing the intestines, and 
that this other type of wine was effective intestinal medicine. 


The mishna states that Nehunya was the well digger. The Ge- 
mara explains that he would dig wells and caves, where rain- 
water would collect, for pilgrims to use on their way to Jerusalem 
for the Festivals. And he knew 


which rock contains water," and which rock contains fissures 
in which water may be found, and how far those fissures ex- 
tend. This would enable him to calculate how deep he had to 
dig to reach water. Rabbi Eliezer said: And his son died of 
thirst." 


Since the previous passage mentioned God’s rigorously exacting 
attitude toward righteous people like Nehunya, the Gemara 
discusses how God relates to sinners. Rabbi Hanina said: Who- 
ever says that the Merciful One overlooks" the punishment 
due to sinners, his intestines will be overlooked, i.e., cease 
functioning. The reason sinners often appear to go unpunished 
is rather that God extends His patience with evildoers to give 
them a chance to repent, but eventually He collects His due 
and punishes the wicked. 


Which rock contains water — K% 1p P2 PTNT: An alter- 
native explanation of the phrase i is: Which rock produces cold 
water, with the next phrase reading: And which stone produces 
hot water. The third phrase is: And how far does its heat extend, 
i.e., what is the temperature of the water (Korban HaEida; Tiklin 
Hadatin). 


And his son died of thirst — axa i33 m3: A similar incident 
is reported at length in the Babylonian Talmud (Bava Kama 
50a; Yevamot 121b): The daughter of Nehunya the well digger 
fell into a great water pit, and people came and notified Rabbi 
Hanina ben Dosa. After one hour, he said to them: She is at 
peace, unharmed, in the pit. After two hours, he told them: 
She is still at peace. After three hours, he declared: She has 
ascended from the pit. Later, they asked her: Who pulled you 
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up? She replied: A ram happened by, led by a certain elderly 
man. The Gemara adds that they asked Rabbi Hanina ben Dosa 
whether he was a prophet, as he could accurately report on the 
girl from so far away. He replied: | am neither a prophet nor the 
son of a prophet, but | simply reasoned that the offspring of that 
righteous man could not possibly come to harm through the 
very object over which he takes so much trouble for the public 
benefit. 

The obvious question is why his merit was to no avail in 
the situation mentioned in the Gemara here, where his son 
died. Some explain that Rabbi Hanina’s logical reasoning actu- 
ally included a prayer to God. In other words, it was not only 
Nehunya’s own merit that caused his daughter's salvation, but 
also Rabbi Hanina’s mention of his good deeds in his prayers. 
However, no one prayed for Nehunya’s son, and since God 


is exacting with the righteous, that misfortune came upon 
him (Rabbi Yeshaya in the Shita Mekubbetzet; Penei Yehosh- 
ua). Others maintain that the two incidents are not precisely 
the same, as pits, which are the very objects that Nehunya 
dug, could never cause his offspring harm, whereas dehydra- 
tion is not identical to anything Nehunya himself dealt with, 
and therefore his offspring could be injured in this manner 
(see Tosafot). 


The Merciful One overlooks — pam xam: Although God 
defers his anger toward evildoers, and sometimes it appears 
as though He were not repaying them their due, this is not 
because He overlooks their misdoings. Rather, judgment is 
rendered for every action, as God will ultimately punish every 
transgressor appropriately for each of his sins. 
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The Gemara explains the harsh judgment inflicted on the righ- 
teous Nehunya. Rabbi Aha said that it is written: “Our God 
comes and does not keep silence; a fire devours before Him, and 
His surroundings storm [nis‘ara] mightily” (Psalms 50:3). The 
Hebrew spelling of the word nisara is very similar to the word 
sad ara, hair. This hints that God is exacting with the righteous, 
who are close to Him and can be called His surroundings, up to 
a hairsbreadth." Even slight deviations from the proper path can 
elicit punishment. 


Rabbi Yosei said: This idea is derived not through that source, 
but rather from that which is written about God: “And dread- 
ful is He upon all of His surroundings” (Psalms 89:8), which 

indicates that His dread is upon those close to Him, i.e., the 

righteous, more than upon those distant from Him, i.e., the 

sinful. 


The Gemara cites a related story. Rabbi Haggai said in the name 
of Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahman: There was an incident involving 
a certain pious man who would dig pits, wells, and caves to 
collect water for passersby. Once his daughter was passing over 
a river for the purpose of marriage, and the river washed her 
away. And all the people came to console him, but he refused 
to accept their condolences. 


Rabbi Pinehas ben Yair came to visit him to console him, but 
he refused to accept condolences even from Rabbi Pinehas. 
Rabbi Pinehas said to the people of that community: Is this your 
righteous man, who will not be consoled and accept God’s judg- 
ment? They said to him: Rabbi, he would perform such and 
such acts of righteousness, by supplying water, and yet such and 
such tragedy, the drowning of his daughter, occurred to him. 


Rabbi Pinehas said: Is it possible that he honors his Creator 
with water, and yet his Creator strikes him with water? Imme- 
diately thereafter, a report spread throughout the city: The 
daughter of that righteous man has arrived, as she did not actu- 
ally drown. Some say she grasped a branch and pulled herself 
out of the river, and some say an angel in the form of Rabbi 
Pinehas ben Yair descended from heaven and rescued her. 


§ The mishna states that Gevini was the Temple crier. The Ge- 
mara cites a baraita that states that Gevini would issue an an- 
nouncement every morning in the Temple. What would he say 
in his announcement? Arise, priests, to service; and Levites to 
their platform to sing; and Israelites, i.e., the group of Israelites 
who represented the entire community at the sacrifice, to their 
watch. Gevini's voice was so powerful that King Agrippa" once 
heard his voice as far away as eight parasangs," and Agrippa 
gave him many gifts as a sign of his appreciation. 


King Agrippa — ban DN: This story is probably referring to 
King Agrippa |, the grandson of Herod and Miriam the Hasmo- 
nean, who died in the year 44 CE. He spent his youth in Rome, 
in the dissolute and intrigue-filled society of the emperor's court. 
Still, when he finally came home to Eretz Yisrael, upon his ap- 
pointment as ruler over all of the areas governed by Herod, 
Agrippa appears to have undergone a spiritual awakening that 
drew him into a positive relationship with the Sages and a prac- 
tical commitment to the mitzvot. Although the Sages never 
acknowledged him as the legitimate king, they treated him 
with respect, and several of his good deeds are mentioned in 


the Talmud. 


PERSONALITIES 


Ancient coin bearing the profile of King Agrippa | 


NOTES 


Up to a hairsbreadth — MwA vna: In other words, God 
is exacting with the righteous even for sins that are not 
considered serious for another person, as the demands 
upon the righteous increase with their greatness. The Sages 
express this idea in various forms on different occasions, 
and it is likewise stated in a verse: “You only have | known 
of all the families of the earth; therefore | will visit upon you 
all your iniquities” (Amos 3:2). 

Some commentaries explain this idea by means of a 
parable: God is exacting with the righteous up to a hairs- 
breadth because they are the foundation of the world. 
This is similar to a builder who erects a very tall building. 
He must be especially exacting in his construction of its 
foundations, as even a small deviation there can cause 
enormous distortions as he proceeds to the upper levels 
(Rabbi Shalom Schwadron, citing Rabbi Yosef Hayyim Son- 
nenfeld). Others state that, as opposed to ordinary people, 
the righteous are fully aware of God's greatness. Therefore, 
even a slight deviation from the correct path is considered 
insolence toward God (Panim Yafot, parashat Tetzave). 

Another explanation is that since the righteous have a 
clearer perception of the Divine, even a minor sin is con- 
sidered far more consequential than the width of a hair. 
They interpret that this hairsbreadth is referring to the sig- 
nificance of a sin to those who lack a clear perception of 
God's greatness; but for the righteous, this act is considered 
a major transgression (Darkhei Mussar) 


And His surroundings storm mightily...and dreadful is 
He upon all of His surroundings - ... Tix TW vI 
warp bp by NAT NTI: The commentaries on Yevamot 121b 
have noted that the two derivations of the idea that God 
is more exacting with the righteous have somewhat differ- 
ent implications. According to the first source, God is more 
exacting with the righteous, as He punishes them even for 
the few minor sins they commit. According to the second 
derivation, there are even times when God punishes the 
righteous in this world solely to cleanse them through 
ordeals of love. This suffering serves to sanctify His name. 
It has been suggested that the deaths of the sons of Aaron 
is an instance of this phenomenon. 

A minor sin committed by a righteous person can have 
a stronger impact than more serious sins committed by 
others, both in the material world, because of the desecra- 
tion of God's name entailed, as well as in the lofty spiritual 
worlds (lyyun Ya'akov on Yevamot121b). Furthermore, when 
God is very strict with the righteous, other people real- 
ize how much more deserving of punishment they are 
themselves, and proceed to mend their ways (Maharsha 
on Yevamot 121b). 


As far as eight parasangs — nixpys minw ty: Although 
the Gemara here speaks of eight parasangs, in tractate 
Tamid (30b) it is stated that Gevini’s voice could be heard 
in Jericho, which, as stated in tractate Yoma (39b), is ten 
parasangs from Jerusalem. A parasang is approximately 
4.5 km. It appears that the reason for this discrepancy is 
simply that the incident here occurred when King Agrippa 
was only eight parasangs from Jerusalem (Tiklin Hadatin). 


LANGUAGE 


Agrippa - D5°1ax: Aypinrraç, Agrippas, is the Greek form of 
this king's name. In Hebrew it is also pronounced Agrippas. 
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BACKGROUND 
Kufra - 113912: This is a neighborhood in the region of 
Tiberias. According to the Jerusalem Talmud (Megilla 4:5), 
itis referring to the location of ancient Tiberias, Rabbi Hillel 
of Kipra’s place of origin. 


Cymbal ~ byby: This is a metallic percussion instrument. 
Several musical instruments with similar names are men- 
tioned in the Bible, e.g., “loud-sounding cymbals” and 


“clanging cymbals” (Psalms 150:5), but their precise identity 
has yet to be determined. The apparatus pictured here is 
probably the sistrum from the Roman period, a wooden- 
handled instrument with an arched top and metal tablets. 


Egyptian sistrum dating from between 380 and 250 BCE 


122 PEREK V144: PAv pa 


nypa oye nyy by a 
PIDs — NINT NI N MITRI 
aria 


Tax Idi KI wars > vox 
12 sn t PY 32312 PN: ah 
prebi 


nina yan mn /pam by aa 
xenon aya mrs bey opt at 
Java pap xd) Dona jimh 


sopan by aa ya PPRP vax bey 
n3 ninan by TIANI T OX TM 
DANY DAK JT shina oy “nia 

ype ros Kb niwa» by paana 


JAD MIJIRDI by ane 12” 
Sy mints 12 WPA PADS BOT qa 
n 


KETAY wrt by 1 ya Daan” 
by yoy TON) TY DI TPY TDYI 
„~ga bip NY DYI IY b own 
rosin ma ve Tina haa yr mI 
DaT Ypg ba PT ty TAI 

Jor naa tb pp 


The mishna states that ben Gever was responsible for locking 
the Temple gates in the evening and opening them in the morn- 
ing. The Gemara cites an incident involving ben Gever. It is 
taught in a mishna (Yoma 20a): On each day, the ashes are re- 
moved from the altar at the calling of the gever or near this time. 
The Sages dispute whether the term gever in this context means 
man or rooster. The Gemara relates that when Rav went to visit 
Rabbi Sheila, he would serve as his interpreter, explaining his 
lectures to the public. On one occasion, after Rabbi Sheila had 
explicitly stated that gever means a rooster, Rav nevertheless 
interpreted in the study hall of Rabbi Sheila that the phrase: 
Gever cried out, means: The crier announced. 


Rabbi Sheila said to him: Say that this expression means: The 
rooster cried out. Rav said to him: But we learned in a mishna 
above (13a) that there is a man called ben Gever. Could you 
possibly say that his name means son of a rooster?" In this con- 
text, gever must mean man, not rooster. Therefore, in Yoma as 
well it must indicate that a man issued an announcement. 


The mishna states that ben Bevai was responsible for the shreds 
of garments. The Gemara explains that he would braid shreds 
together to prepare wicks" for the candelabrum that were of the 
appropriate thickness, so that they would burn the entire night 
during each period of the year. The Gemara relates that Rabbi 
Yosei came to the town of Kufra’ and wanted to appoint com- 
munity leaders for them to care for the needs of the community 
and the provisions of the poor. However, those who were se- 
lected would not accept the appointment from them, i.e., from 
Rabbi Yosei, because they deemed this job beneath their dignity. 


Rabbi Yosei came and said to them: Ben Bevai, was responsible 
for the lowly function of the shreds of garments, and if this man, 
who was appointed to deal with the wicks, merited to be listed 
with the greatest of that generation, you, who are appointed 
for life-sustaining matters, all the more so are you not honored 
by the position? You should therefore accept the request without 
hesitation. 


The mishna further taught that ben Arza was responsible for 
the cymbal.” The Gemara explains that this is referring to that 
which we learned in a mishna there (Tamid 33b): When the 
High Priest bent over to pour the wine libation, the deputy High 
Priest waved the scarves as a signal and ben Arza beat upon the 


cymbal. 


The mishna states that Hugras ben Levi was responsible for 
the song. Rabbi Aha said: He knew an extraordinary manner 
of singing. And they said of Hugras ben Levi that he would 
make his voice pleasant in song, and when he would stick 
his thumb into his mouth he could produce several types of 
music simultaneously, and all of his fellow priests would lurch 
toward him all at once," from the intensity and the charm of the 
sound. 


NOTES 


Gever cried out... 


the son ofa rooster — xbiay 1m 32... K123 NIP: 


there could not have been roosters in the capital, and therefore 


This incident is cited at greater length in the Babylonian Talmud 
(Yoma 20b). Some commentaries maintain that it is simply a 
dispute concerning terminology that has no practical ramifica- 
tions. Other authorities claim that this dispute bears on the 
precise time for the removal of the ashes from the altar in the 
Temple, as the rooster's cry occurs much earlier in the morning 
than the Temple crier’s announcement (Me’iri on Yoma 20b). 
Although this issue is left undecided in tractate Yoma, here Rav 
cites a proof that the word means a man, as the official respon- 
sible for the Temple gates would certainly not be called the son 
of a rooster. Some derive from the ruling in the mishna (Bava 
Kama 79b) that roosters may not be raised in Jerusalem that 


the phrase must refer to the Temple crier’s announcement (see 
Rabbi Yair Bakhrakh on Yoma 20b). 


Braid shreds together to prepare wicks — nine atta: Another 
interpretation is that ben Bevai was proficient at ensuring that 
all the wicks were of equal length (Tiklin Hadatin). 


All at once — wx naa: This phrase literally means: With one 
head. Alternatively, it is explained that when Hugras, who super- 
vised the other singers, would produce his extraordinary music, 
the other priestly singers would join in, bending back their heads 
in an effort to raise their voices. This explains the reference to 
their heads (Maharsha on Yoma 38b). 
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§ The mishna mentioned that the house of Garmu was respon- 
sible for the preparation of the shewbread, which is the bread 
baked each week in a special form and displayed for a week on 
the designated table in the Sanctuary. The Gemara relates a 
story from a baraita about the house of Garmu and their talent 
in baking. The house of Garmu was proficient in the prepara- 
tion of the shewbread and in its removal from the oven with- 
out ruining it, but they did not want to teach these skills to 
others. 


Therefore, the Sages sent messengers and brought in craftsmen 
from Alexandria,” who were also proficient in the preparation 
of the shewbread, in an attempt to replace the house of Garmu. 
However, they were not as proficient as the house of Garmu 
in its removal from the oven. The complex form of the shew- 
bread rendered it very difficult to remove from the oven without 


its breaking. 


The Gemara clarifies the difference between the two manners 
of preparation. The house of Garmu would ignite the fire with- 
in the oven, bake the shewbread in a mold, and remove the 
bread from the mold only outside the oven, after it was fully 
baked. And, as they would remove it from the mold at this late 
stage, it would not spoil. Whereas these Egyptian craftsmen 
would ignite the fire within the oven and bake the shewbread 
in the mold, but, out of fear that it would break when removed 
from the mold, they would remove it from the mold inside the 
oven before it was fully baked. And the result was that the bread 
would spoil. 


Once the Sages realized this matter, that their replacement 

shewbread was flawed, they said: Everything that the Holy 

One, Blessed be He, created, He created for His glory, as it is 

stated: “The Lord has made everything for His own purpose” 
(Proverbs 16:4). Since spoiled shewbread does not promote the 

glory of God, we must forgo our honor and request the services 

of the house of Garmu once again. 


Therefore, the Sages sent for the house of Garmu, but they did 
not want to come back to bake until the Sages doubled their 
compensation. They had been receiving twelve maneh, and 
now they gave them twenty-four. Rabbi Yehuda says: They 
had been receiving twenty-four maneh, and now they gave 
them forty-eight. 


The Sages said to them: For what reason don’t you want to 

teach the art of shewbread baking to others? The house of Gar- 
mu said to them: We have a tradition from our fathers that 

this House, the Temple, will be destroyed. We do not want to 

teach our method, so that others should not learn this art and 

unscrupulously perform it for their idolatry. Although their 
reason for refraining from teaching their method to others was 

not accepted, on this other matter the Sages did mention them 

with praise: That refined bread was never found in their chil- 
dren’s possession at all, so that people should not say that they 
feast upon their shewbread labor. 


BACKGROUND | —____ 
Alexandria - TKIP: This port city, which lies west of the 
Nile delta, was founded by Alexander the Great in 332 BCE. In 
its glory days, during the Ptolemaic rule in Egypt and until the 
end of the mishnaic period, Alexandria was one of the largest 
cities and cultural centers in the world. The greatest scientists, 
doctors, and artisans of the time lived in Alexandria, and Alex- 
andrian doctors were renowned throughout the entire world. 
The Sages of the Talmud were very familiar with Alexandrian 
doctors and held them in high regard, often praising the medi- 
cal accomplishments of this important urban center. 


Bust of Alexander the Great near the Alexandria Library 


Alexandria in relation to Eretz Yisrael and the lands surrounding it 


Panoramic view of Alexandria 
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BACKGROUND 


Smoke raiser — jy myn: As stated in the Gemara, the secret 
of this herb was guarded by the Avtinas family, and it was ap- 
parently lost in the years after the destruction of the Second 
Temple. A few attempts have been made to identify this plant, 
and the accepted view is that it is the plant called the des- 
ert smoke raiser, Leptadenia pyrotechnica. This bush has thin, 
green branches and is almost completely lacking in leaves. It 
grows up to 5 m in height and is found in the south of Eretz 
Yisrael, the southern Jordan Valley, and northern Sinai. The 
gray-white flowers of the desert smoke raiser are arranged in 
groups on one stem, called an inflorescence, and they bloom 
in the spring. Since the plant ignites extremely easily, Arabs 
once used it as gunpowder for rifles and cannons. If even one 
branch is lit, the entire bush ignites with astounding speed 
and creates an enormous flame that can reach up to a height 
of 10 m. It is conceivable that adding branches of this type 
to the incense would cause the smoke to rise vertically in a 
straight line, as depicted in the Talmud. 


Desert smoke raiser 
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The mishna states that the house of Avtinas was responsible for 
the preparation of the incense. The Gemara relates a similar 
story from a baraita concerning the house of Avtinas and their 
knowledge of the incense preparation: The house of Avtinas 
was proficient in the preparations of the incense mixture, 
which included grinding the incense herbs and blending them 
together. And they were also expert in identifying the so-called 
smoke raiser,™ a plant that caused the incense smoke to rise 
upward in a straight line to the ceiling, but they did not want to 
teach these skills to others. 


Therefore, the Sages sent out messengers and brought in crafts- 
men from Alexandria in Egypt. And these craftsmen were 

proficient in the incense mixture, but they were not proficient 

in identifying the smoke raiser." The incense smoke of the 

house of Avtinas would rise straight up like a staff to the ceiling, 
and from there it would spread out and descend, whereas the 

incense smoke of these Egyptian craftsmen would not rise but 
would simply spread out immediately. 


Once the Sages realized this matter, that this incense smoke 
was flawed, they said: Everything that the Holy One, Blessed 
be He, created, He created for His glory, as it is stated: “Ev- 
erything that is called by My name, and I have created for My 
glory, I have formed it and even made it” (Isaiah 43:7). Since 
incense smoke that rises straight up is superior, we must forgo 
our honor and request the services of the house of Avtinas once 
again. The Sages sent for them, but they did not want to come 
back until they doubled their compensation. They had been 
receiving twelve maneh, and now they gave them twenty-four. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: They had been receiving twenty-four 
maneh, and now they gave them forty-eight. 


The Sages said to them: For what reason don’t you want to 
teach the art of incense preparation to others? The house of 
Avtinas said to them: We have a tradition from our fathers that 
this House, the Temple, will be destroyed. We do not want to 
teach our method, so that others should not learn these skills 
and prepare this incense for their idolatry. 


Although their reason for refraining from teaching their method 
to others was not accepted, on these other matters the Sages did 
mention them with praise: That never did the wife of any one 
of them leave her house perfumed; and not only that, but 
when one of them would marry a woman from elsewhere, he 
would stipulate with her that the marriage was on condition 
that she may not perfume herself, so that people should not 
say that they perfume themselves from the preparation of the 
incense mixture. They did so to fulfill that which is stated: 
“Then you shall be clear before the Lord and before Israel” 
(Numbers 32:22). 


NOTES 


Smoke raiser - jyy myn: This herb was known only to a 
few people, in particular the Avtinas family, as depicted here 
and in the Babylonian Talmud (Yoma 38a). The herb would 
cause the incense smoke to rise vertically in a straight line. 
The smoke raiser was used to fulfill an allusion from a verse 
hat deals with Yom Kippur service: “For | appear in the cloud 
upon the Ark cover” (Leviticus 16:2). The Sages derived from 
here that the incense of the entire year must form a cloud 
over the Ark. Some later authorities maintain that the smoke 
raiser is an essential ingredient in the incense and one is liable 
o receive death at the hand of Heaven for leaving it out of 
he recipe, despite the fact that it is not listed in the verse 
Exodus 30:35) among the ingredients of the incense (see 


Yoma 53a; Mishne LaMelekh on Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Kelei HaMikdash 2:3). 


And they were proficient in the incense mixture, but they 
were not proficient in the smoke raiser - D193 ppa vm) 
propa vt x) wy nyan MwpA: It has already been noted 
that it is inconceivable that these craftsmen were entirely un- 
aware of the smoke raiser plant, as the Gemara (Yoma 38a) 
clearly states that any incense that lacks the smoke raiser is 
disqualified (Tosafot Yeshanim on Yoma 38a). However, it is 
possible that they did not know how to prepare the smoke 
raiser properly, or perhaps there were several plants suitable 
for this purpose and only the Avtinas family knew which was 
the best (see Tosefot HaRosh on Yoma 38a). 
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Rabbi Yosei said: Once I was standing in Jerusalem, and I 
found a certain child from the house of Avtinas. I said to him: 
My son, from which family are you? He said to me: I am from 
a particular family, i.e., the house of Avtinas. I said to him: My 
son, I will say this about your forefathers: Since they intended 
to increase their own glory by ensuring that none were as 
proficient as they at preparing incense and by demanding dou- 
ble their previous wages, and they sought to reduce of the 
glory of Heaven by taking money from the Temple coffers, 
therefore they were punished and ultimately their glory was 
diminished, as after the destruction of the Temple they lost 
their importance. But the glory of Heaven increased, for God’s 
honor is not dependent upon the existence of the Temple. 


Rabbi Akiva said: Shimon ben Loga told me: Once I and 
a certain child from the house of Avtinas were collecting 
herbs, and I saw him crying, and later I saw him laughing. I 
said to him: My son, why did you cry? He said to me: I cried 
for the glory of my father’s house, which has been diminished 
after the destruction of the Temple. I subsequently asked him: 
And why did you laugh? He said to me: I laughed with joy over 
the glory prepared for the righteous in the future, when my 
family will have its role restored to them in the rebuilt Temple. 


Shimon ben Loga added that he asked that child further: And 
what did you see that brought these things to mind? He replied: 
I saw the smoke raiser before me, among the herbs we were 
collecting. I said to him: My son, showit to me, and I will keep 
its identity secret so that no one will be able to use it for idolatry. 
He said to me: Rabbi, I have a tradition from my forefathers 
not to show it to a soul. 


Similarly, Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri said: Once I and a certain 
elderly man were collecting herbs. I encountered a certain 
elderly man from the house of Avtinas with a scroll in his 
hand with instructions on how to identify herbs for the Temple 
incense and how to prepare it. That elderly man said to me: 
Rabbi, in the past the members of my father’s house were 
discreet [tzenu’in]" and cautious. And they would 


transfer this scroll only to one another, so that it would not 
come into the possession of anyone who might misuse its infor- 
mation. And now that the members of my father’s house are 
not reliable, I am concerned that they might pass the scroll to 
the wrong person. I will not give it to one of them but only to 
someone whom] judge to be completely trustworthy. Therefore, 
here it is for you, as I can trust you to take the scroll and be 
careful with it, so that it will not reach anyone who might 
misuse its information. 


Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri continued: And when I came and 
recounted these matters to Rabbi Akiva, his eyes shed tears, 
and he said: From now on, we should not mention the mem- 
bers of the house of Avtinas unfavorably, as it is evident that 
the only reason they did not teach their skills to others was due 
to the fear that someone might misuse them for idolatrous 
purposes. 


NOTES 
Discreet [tzenu’in] — }x11¥: The principal meaning of this 
Hebrew term is to hide or be discrete, which fits the con- 
text here. It has expanded to mean those who practice 
humility and modesty. 
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Supervisor of the Templed curtain weavers — n319 iN by TIn: 
The supervisor of the Temple curtains was in charge ofall the curtain 
weavers and embroiderers. His job was to ensure that the curtains 
were ready for use in the Sanctuary and on the gates (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:16). 


Dress him in the High Priestly vestments — mina mT RA wan: 

The supervisor of the priestly vestments would prepare the vest- 
ments of both common priests and the High Priest, and he was also 
in charge of the weaving of their garments. This supervisor had an 
office in the Temple. The Ra'avad identifies the holder of this office as 
Pinehas the valet (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:20). 


There must be no fewer than seven trustees and three treasur- 
ers- pga ny phia Myaw pania py: The authorities must 
appoint trustees, who are responsible for opening the Sanctuary, as 
well as treasurers, who are in charge of the collection and redemp- 
tion of consecrated property. There must be no less than seven trust- 
ees and three treasurers. The Radbaz writes that this is merely the 
number of treasurers appointed over the collection of consecrated 

property, as the Rambam explicitly states. However, there were also 
thirteen officials responsible for the Temple gates, in accordance 
with the number of gates, as stated in the Gemara here and in trac- 
tate Tamid 27a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:17). 


And we do not appoint an authority over the public of fewer 
than two - oswa ning vayy by ATW pwiy pry: With regard to 
money matters, €.g., the collection of charity for the indigent, the 
court may not appoint an authority over the public of fewer than 
two members. Since this prohibition is not due to a lack of trust, it 
is permitted to appoint one man as the treasurer for the charity 
fund after it has been collected. Furthermore, two brothers may be 
appointed as treasurers (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Mattenot 
Aniyyim 9:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 256:3). 


The High Priestly vestments - mina mamana: The garments worn 
by the High Priest were referred to as the eight vestments or the 
golden vestments (see Exodus 28). Four of them, the breastplate, the 
ephod, the robe, and the frontplate, were unique to the High Priest. 
The High Priest's other four vestments, the trousers, the tunic, the 
belt, and the miter, were similar to those worn by common priests. 
The Sages dispute whether the belt worn by the High Priest was 
identical to the one worn by common priests. It appears that the 
miters of the two types of priests differed, at least in the manner in 
which they were worn. 


High Priest wearing the eight vestments 
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The mishna states that Elazar was responsible for the Temple 

curtains. The Gemara explains that this means he was the 

supervisor of the Temple curtain weavers." The mishna fur- 
ther teaches that Pinehas was the valet. The Gemara states that 

he would dress" the High Priest in the High Priestly vest- 
ments."®’ The expertise of those appointed to this position was 

so great that there was an incident involving a certain valet 

priestwho dressed a certain Roman army officer [isteratiyot],'" 

and the officer was so impressed with the manner in which he 

dressed him that he gave him eight gold coins. And some say 
he gave him twelve gold coins. 


HALAKHA 2: MISHNA There must be no fewer than 
seven trustees [amarkolin]' and three treasurers" appointed 
over the Temple administration. And we do not appoint an 
authority over the public comprised of fewer than two" peo- 
ple, except for ben Ahiyya," who was responsible for healing 
priests who suffered from intestinal disease, and Elazar, who 
was responsible for the weaving of the Temple curtains. The 
reason for these exceptions is that the majority of the public 
accepted these men upon themselves as officials who served 
without the assistance of even a single partner. 


Roman army officer [isteratiyot] - nie ywEx: From the 
Greek otpateia, strateia, whose many meanings include 
a group of soldiers, each of whom serve at a specific time, 
and army units sent to perform particular tasks in a war. 


Trustees [amarkolin] - poinrar: Apparently from the 


That he would dress, etc. - 3) wan maw: One inter- 
pretation is that Pinehas would dress them in a most be- 
coming manner, and this special method of dressing others 
was his unique area of expertise (Penei Moshe; Shiklei Yosef). 
Alternatively, Pinehas was a tailor by trade. He would per- 
form alterations on the priestly vestments in accordance 
with the precise measurements of each individual priest, 
so that the priests would appear like angels (Rash Sirilio). 


That he would dress him in the High Priestly vestments — 
nym mata saa wab mw: The Rambam, in his Com- 
mentary on the Mishna, and Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura in- 
dicate that Pinehas would also dress the other priests and 
was responsible for undressing them when they completed 
their Temple service. Likewise, he stored their garments, as 
can be inferred from a mishna (Middot 1:4; see Rash Sirilio; 
see Rosh; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 
7:20). Other commentaries maintain that Pinehas was re- 
sponsible only for dressing the High Priest (Yefe Mareh). 


Who dressed a certain Roman army officer [isteratiyot] - 

WDN? here is a general prin- 
ciple that one who makes nies use of the priesthood 
has misused consecrated property (see Jerusalem Talmud, 
Berakhot 8:5), this priest was permitted to use his unique 
skills and dress the military officer because the priest may 
waive the right not to have to serve others when he benefits 
from the use of his services (Matta Dirushalem). Neverthe- 
less, this case remains problematic, as the dressing of a 
Roman soldier in priestly vestments should certainly be 
considered misuse of consecrated property. Some com- 
mentaries explain that the priest did not in fact dress the 
soldier in priestly vestments, but rather dressed him in his 
own military uniform, but in such a special manner that the 
soldier was impressed and paid him a large sum of money. 
Yet others interpret the term isteratiyot differently, claim- 
ing that it refers to the priestly vestments. In their opinion, 


Persian hamarakara, an accountant. This official's job is 
o collect taxes and the like. Even in ancient times, this 
erm probably referred not only to a treasurer but to any 
important official. Indeed, this is the meaning of the 
word in Aramaic translations of the Bible and in mishnaic 
Hebrew. 


he Gemara is speaking of a priest who dressed the High 
Priest in his vestments, and therefore there is no question of 
any misuse of consecrated property (Rabbeinu Meshullam; 
Talmid HaRashbash). 


Trustees [amarkolin]...treasurers — pana.. piama: 
Trustees and treasurers are the names of Temple officials 
who supervise the safeguarding of Temple property and its 
treasuries. The Sages derived from the verse: “That they may 
be joined to you, and minister to you” (Numbers 18:2), that 
one must appoint trustees and treasurers (Sifrei, Korah 16). 
The treasurer is subordinate to the trustee, and sometimes 
several treasurers are subordinate to a single trustee. 

The word in Aramaic for a trustee, amarkolin, is inter- 
preted homiletically to mean: He who decrees all [amar 
kol] (Horayot 13a). See Rashi in Horayot, who states that the 
amarkolin is the highest supervisor, and no one has author- 
ity to contradict his words. Alternatively, amarkolin can be 
read as maral kol, master of all (Tosefta, Shekalim 2:15), an in- 
terpretation that emphasizes his executive position. Indeed, 
there is a dispute between the Babylonian Talmud and the 
Jerusalem Talmud with regard to whether the trustee, who 
was a permanent official, outranked the head of the priestly 
watch of any particular week or the head of the family serv- 
ing ona particular day. According to the Jerusalem Talmud 
(Horayot 3:5), the trustee is subordinate to the head of the 
watch and to the head of the patrilineal family, while the 
Babylonian Talmud (Horayot 13a) states that the trustee is 
the more senior position. The Rambam rules according to 
the latter opinion (Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:19). 


And we do not appoint an authority...fewer than two 
except for ben Ahiyya, etc. - Dawa NIN... AW pwiy pr 
ADIN J2 YIM: Apart from ben ‘Ahiyya ‘and Elazar, all the 
other officials mentioned in the mishna served along with 
at least one other official, although the mishna lists only 
the most important of them (Rash Sirilio; Tiklin Hadatin). 
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GEMARA he mishna states that there must be no fewer than 
three treasurers and seven trustees. The Gemara states that it was 
likewise taught in a baraita that there must be no fewer than two ex- 
ecutive supervisors [katalikin].'" 


This is as it is written in the verse that lists the men who supervised 
the receipt of teruma and tithes from the public and their distribution 
to the priests and the Levites, as well as the receipt of items dedicated 
to the Temple: “And Jehiel, and Azaziah, and Nahath,” these were 
the treasurers; “and Asahel, and Jerimoth, and Jozabad, and Eliel, 
and Ismachiah, and Mahath, and Benaiah,” these were the trustees; 


“overseers under the hand of Conaniah and Shimei his brother,” 


these were executive supervisors; “by the appointment of Hezekiah 
the king and Azariah the ruler of the House of God,” they were the 
king and the High Priest, the most senior officials (11 Chronicles 31:13). 


These officials participated in the supervision of the Temple assets, 
according to the level and status of their positions. When he would 
seal an item to store in the treasury until it would be needed, the trea- 
surer would first seal it with his own seal; and subsequently give it to 
a trustee; the trustee would seal it and give it to an executive super- 
visor; the executive supervisor would seal it and give it to the High 
Priest; and the High Priest would seal it and give it to the king, who 
would place the final seal. 


And when a treasurer wanted to release an item for usage, the reverse 
order was followed: First the king would examine his seal and release 
the restriction on the item; the High Priest would examine his seal 
and release it; the executive supervisor would examine his seal and 
release it; the trustee would examine his seal and release it; and 
finally the treasurer would examine his seal and release it. 


The mishna states that we do not appoint an authority over the pub- 
lic, in monetary matters, comprised of fewer than two appointees. 
Rav Nahman said in the name of Rabbi Mana: This principle is de- 
rived on the basis ofa verse that is referring to those engaged in build- 
ing the Tabernacle and weaving the priestly vestments, who received 

the community’s donations: “And they shall take the gold, and the 

sky blue wool, and the purple wool” (Exodus 28:5 ). The plural “they” 
indicates that this authority must consist of at least two people. 


Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: Although Moses supervised 
the building of the Tabernacle, he took nothing for himself from the 
community donations, as Moses grew wealthy” only from the shav- 
ings that broke off during the chiseling process of the second tablets." 
This is as it is written: “Hew for yourself two tablets of stone” (Exo- 
dus 34:1). “Hew [pesol] for yourself” indicates that the shavings 
[pesolet] shall be yours. Rabbi Hanin said: The Holy One, Blessed 
be He, created a quarry of precious stones and pearls for Moses 
inside his tent, and Moses grew wealthy from that source. 


It is written: “And it came to pass when Moses went out to the Tent, 
that all the people rose up, and stood, every man at his tent door, and 
looked after Moses, until he had gone into the Tent” (Exodus 33:8). 
Two amora’im interpreted this verse with regard to Moses’ wealth, but 
in opposite ways. One said: The people looked at Moses unfavorably; 
while the other said: The people looked at Moses favorably. 


Moses grew wealthy — ia wyg: The reason it is necessary for a 
prophet to be rich is to ensure that he will have influence on people 
and will not be ignored, as King Solomon stated: “The poor man’s 
wisdom is despised, and his words are not heard” (Ecclesiastes 9:16; 
see Rabbi Zalman Sorotzkin, Oznayim LaTorah). 


Moses grew wealthy from the shavings of the tablets — mhiosan 
TEN TOYI nimb bv: The commentaries wonder: How, then, could 
Moses have served as a prophet before he became rich? Doesn't 


NOTES 
the Gemara state that God selects as His prophet only one who 
is brave, rich, wise, and modest, and this idea is derived from the 
case of Moses (Nedarim 38a)? The answer given is that Moses 
was indeed wealthy before he chiseled the tablets, but when he 
learned of the donations necessary for the construction of the Tab- 
ernacle and its vessels he gave all his wealth to that cause, as de- 
scribed in the midrash. Consequently, Moses required the shavings 
of the tablets to grow wealthy once again (Ya‘arot Devash, part 1, 
lecture 2). 


LANGUAGE 

Executive supervisors [katalikin] - pone: From 
the Greek kaBoAtkdg, katholikos, meaning the su- 
pervisor or general. In the Roman Empire, this term 
referred to the senior supervisor of the treasury 
and economic matters. In this context, it indicates 
a supervisor who is superior to the trustees and is 
responsible for the Temple treasury. 


HALAKHA 
Two executive supervisors — pone sw: In ad- 
dition to the trustees and the treasurers, the au- 
thorities would also appoint executive supervisors 
who ranked just below the deputy High Priest. 
There must be at least two executive supervisors 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:17). 
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HALAKHA 


There were four seals in the Temple, etc. — Y7 nianin mats 
^a wpa: There were four seals in the Temple. On the first, the 
word calf was inscribed; on the second, male; on the third, kid; 
and on the fourth, sinner. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:11). 


One who seeks libations goes, etc. - bin DID WPI KIM 1 
"131: Any individual who brought a private offering tothe Temple 
would pay libation fees to the official responsible for the seals. 
That official would give him the appropriate seal for his offering. 
For example, if he brought the offerings of a rich leper, the official 
would give him a seal on which was written: Sinner. He would 
take that seal to the official responsible for the libations, who 
would give him the corresponding libations. 

Every evening these two officials would meet and compare 
the number of seals with the total amount of money. If there was 


a surplus of money, it was used for the benefit of the Temple trea- 


sury of consecrated property. If money was missing, the officia 
responsible for the seals would pay the difference to the Temple 
treasury from his own pocket. If someone lost their seal, he had 
to wait until the evening for the two officials to compare their 
accounts. If they found a surplus of money equal to the value o 
the seal he claimed he lost, they would give him libations of the 
value of that seal. If not, they would not give him anything. The 
name of the day of the week was written on each seal, to preven 
cheats from acquiring seals when libations are inexpensive and 


storing them until they increased in value (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:12). 


—_—— NOTES 
Calf, male, etc. — ^31 33} bay: Since the amounts of the libation 


offerings, which included fine flour, wine, and oil, were not identi- 


cal for the various types of offerings, a separate seal was required 
for each type. The calf seal entitled its bearer to a meal-offering of 
three isaron of fine flour and one half of a hin each of wine and oil. 
The male seal entitled its bearer to a meal-offering of two isaron of 
fine flour and one-third of a hin each of wine and oil. Finally, the 
kid seal entitled its bearer to a meal-offering of one isaron of fine 
flour and one quarter of a hin each of wine and oil. 


Sinner [hoteh] - xvin: Another interpretation is that this term 
is referring to hitui, ritual purification, e.g., “And he shall take to 
purify [/ehatei] the house” (Leviticus 14:49) and “And he shall purify 
[vehitei] the house” (Leviticus 14:52). 
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He who said that the people looked at Moses unfavorably 
maintains that they said: Look at his legs, look at his feet, 
look at his flesh. See how healthy they are. All that he eats 
comes from us Jews, all that he drinks comes from us Jews, 
and all of his assets are taken from us Jews. And the one who 
said that they looked at Moses favorably maintains that the 
people were not responding to Moses’ wealth but simply 
wanted to see the righteous man, saying: We desire to view 
the righteous, and one who merits to view Moses earns 
great rewards. 


HALAKHA 3: MISHNA This mishna provides de- 
tails of the functions performed by Yohanan ben Pinehas and 
Ahiyya, the officials mentioned in the first mishna of this 
chapter, which concerns the seals and libations. There were 
four seals in the Temple" that confirmed that the bearer had 
paid for the libations that accompanied his offering. And one 
of the following inscriptions was written on them: Calf; 
male," i.e., a ram; kid; and sinner," i.e., a leper, as leprosy is a 
punishment for one of seven sins (see Arakhin 16a). Con- 
versely, ben Azzai says: There were five seals, and the follow- 
ing was written upon them in Aramaic, not Hebrew: Calf, 
male, kid, poor sinner, and rich sinner. 


The mishna explains the significance of each of the four afore- 
mentioned seals. The calf seal serves as a payment receipt for 
libations of cattle offerings, whether they are large or small, 
male or female, as all offerings from the cow family are ac- 
companied by the same libation. The kid seal serves for liba- 
tions of sheep or goat offerings, whether large or small, male 
or female, except for those of rams aged thirteen months and 
older. The ram seal, which was earlier called the male seal, 
serves exclusively for ram libations. The sinner seal serves 
for libations of the three animal offerings of a leper, for the 
completion of his purification. 


One who seeks libations for his offering goes" to Yohanan, 
the official who was responsible for the seals, and gives him 
the appropriate sum of money and receives a seal from him. 
With that seal he subsequently comes to Ahiyya, who was 
responsible for the libations, and gives him Yohanan’s seal 
and receives his libations from him. 


In the evening, Yohanan and Ahiyya would get together to 
reconcile their accounts, and Ahiyya would take out the seals 
he had received and accept the money Yohanan had received 
in exchange for them. If the money was less than the value 
of the seals, they were less to him, i.e., Yohanan would bear 
the loss, and Yohanan would have to pay the difference to the 
Temple treasury from his own property. And if there was 
some money left over, i.e., the total money was greater than 
the value of the seals, they were left over to the benefit of the 
Temple treasury of consecrated property, as the Temple 
treasury always has the upper hand. 


With regard to one who lost his seal that he purchased from 
Yohanan, Yohanan and Ahiyya would wait to resolve his prob- 
lem until the evening. And when they added their accounts 
in the evening, if they found for him a surplus of money 
equivalent to the value of his seal, they would give him the 
corresponding libations. And if not, they would not give him 
libations. And the name of the day of the week was written 
upon the seals because of the cheats. They might try to use 
old seals that had been lost by the Temple officials or by some- 
one who had brought an offering at an earlier date, so as to 
receive libations in a deceitful manner. 
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GEMARA The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of ben 
Azzai, why was it necessary to have a seal labeled poor sinner? The Ge- 
mara answers: Ben Azzai maintains that a poor leper would have to bring 
his log’ of oil with him. This is referring to the additional oil required for 
the leper’s purification (Leviticus 14:15-18), some of which is sprinkled on 
the altar while the rest is applied to the leper’s ear, thumb, big toe, and head. 
According to ben Azzai, a leper would purchase this additional oil from 
Ahiyya, and therefore he required a separate seal for each log of oil. How- 
ever, according to the opinion of the Rabbis, a poor leper brings only the 
kid seal purchased from Yohanan, by which he receives the oil for his meal 
offering, and he must use his own private oil for the additional log. 


The mishna mentions only the libations for kids, referring to both sheep 
and goats that are less than one year old, and for rams, which are adult male 
sheep. The Gemara asks: What amounts are brought for the libations of 
a lamb, i.e., a female sheep in its second year? Are they the same as those 
of a kid or a ram? The Gemara answers that this halakha may be inferred 
from that which we learned in the mishna, that the kid seal serves for 
libations of sheep offerings, whether large or small, male or female. That 
ruling says, i.e., indicates, that the libations ofa lamb are like the libations 
of a kid. The Gemara adds that this is derived from a verse that equates 
the two libations, as it is written: “Thus shall it be done for each bull, or 
for each ram, or for each of the lambs, or of the kids” (Numbers 15:11). 


The Gemara inquires further: Why is it stated: For each bull? The verse 
teaches that The Torah does not differentiate between the libations of 
a calf, which is less than a year old, and the libations ofa bull, which is at 
least one year old. The Gemara explains: This is because it was fitting to 
differentiate between them, in light of the fact that both the offspring of 
a sheep requires libations and the offspring of a cow requires libations. 
If we find that the Torah differentiates between the libations of a sheep 
in its first year, whose meal offering is one isaron of fine flour, and the liba- 
tions of a ram, a male sheep thirteen months old and older, whose meal- 
offering is two isaron, 


then we should likewise differentiate between the libations of a calf and 
the libations of a bull. In order to indicate that this is not the case, the 
aforementioned verse states: “Thus shall it be done for each bull,” which 
teaches that the Torah does not differentiate between the libations of a 
calf and the libations of a bull. 


The Gemara asks: Why does the verse state: “Or for each ram,” as the 

details of the ram libations were specified in the previous verses (Numbers 

15:6-7)? The Gemara explains that this verse is necessary because it would 

be fitting to argue as follows: If we have found that the Torah differenti- 
ated between the libations of a one-year-old sheep and the libations of 
a two-year-old sheep, i.e., a sheep in its second year, which is already called 

a ram, then we should differentiate between the libations of a two-year- 
old and the libations ofa three-year-old ram. In order to indicate that this 

is not the case, the verse states: “Or for each ram,” which teaches that the 

libations for rams of all ages are identical. 


The Gemara similarly asks: Why does the verse state: “Or for each of the 
lambs,’ as the details of the lamb libations were provided in the previous 
verses (Numbers 15:4-5)? The Gemara explains that this phrase is neces- 
sary because it would be fitting to argue as follows: If we have found that 
the Torah differentiated between the libations of a lamb in its first year 
and the libations of ram that is thirteen months or older, then we should 
likewise differentiate between the libations of a full-grown ewe in its 
second year and the libations of a female lamb in its first year. In order to 
indicate that this is not the case, the verse states: “Or for each of the 
lambs,” which teaches that the libations for female sheep of all ages are 
identical. 


BACKGROUND 
Log - sib: This is the basic liquid measure used by 
the Sages. It is equivalent to the volume of six eggs, 
one quarter of a kav, or one twenty-fourth of a sea. 
A range of modern opinions estimates this volume 
to be 300-600 ml. 
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LANGUAGE 
Match up [ziyyeig] - 3: This term is derived from a 
root meaning to attach or to connect. In this context, 
it is referring to falsely matching the seal of one day to 
another that has the same data written upon it, with 
the aim of using it in a deceitful manner. 


NOTES 


Priestly watch — yawn: All the priestly families were 
divided into twenty-four watches at a very early pe- 
riod in Jewish history. They were already mentioned in 
the days of King David (1 Chronicles 24:1-18). Likewise, 
there were twenty-four priestly watches in the Second 
Temple, although this required a redivision of the four 
watches that returned from the Babylonian exile. Each 
priestly watch came to Jerusalem to serve in the Tem- 
ple for a week, according to a predetermined schedule, 
so that each watch served approximately two weeks 
a year. Every watch was divided into six families, each 
of which served in the Temple on a specific day of the 
week. Every year, each family typically performed two 
days of service in the Temple. If the Temple service on 
a particular day was more than the family performing 
the service on that day could handle, another family 
helped. On Shabbat, the entire watch served together. 
For the three pilgrimage Festivals, namely Passover, 
Shavuot, and Sukkot, all twenty-four priestly watches 
came to Jerusalem and served together. 


Would distribute mitzva money - m7 yban mI: 
The term mitzva in this context means ‘Charity. in the 
aggada, when the Sages use the term mitzva without 
further specification, they are typically referring to an 
act of charity (see Rashi on Shabbat 156a; see Torat 
Hayyim on Avoda Zara 4a). 


HALAKHA 


There were two chambers in the Temple, one the 
chamber of secret gifts and the other one the 
chamber of vessels — nyx ,wapaa vy mia) my 
mbar naw) nme pwn naw: There were two special 
chambers in the ‘Temple, one which was called the 
chamber of secret gifts, and the other called the cham- 
ber of vessels. The chamber of secret gifts was the place 
where sin-fearing people placed money discreetly so 
that poor people of noble descent could be supported 
secretly (see Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Mattenot 
Aniyyim 10:8). With regard to the chamber of vessels, 
anyone who wanted to donate a vessel to the Temple 
dropped it in there. The treasurers opened this cham- 
ber once every thirty days. Vessels for which they found 
a use in the maintenance of the Temple were so used. 
The rest were sold, with the proceeds placed in the 
chamber for funds for Temple maintenance (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 2:12). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Hinnana bar Pappa — X55 33 K337 +37: Rabbi 
Hinnana bar Pappa was an amora of the third genera- 
tion of Eretz Yisrael amora‘im. In the Babylonian Talmud, 
he is called Hanina, and he is possibly the student of 
Rabbi Yohanan called Hanina bar Pappi, a peer of Rabbi 
Abbahu and Rabbi Yitzhak Nafha. He is mostly quoted 
in aggadic portions of the Talmud, in which he is de- 
scribed as a righteous man of exemplary character 
traits. According to one story, he maintained an ongo- 
ing dialogue with the Angel of Death. It is related that 
due to his great righteousness and holiness, a pillar 
of fire separated his bier from the public at the time 
of his death. 
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The Gemara continues: Why does the verse state: “Or of the goats,” 
which are also part of the sheep family? The Gemara explains that 

this phrase is necessary because it would be fitting to argue as fol- 
lows: If we have found that the Torah differentiated between the 

libations of a lamb in its first year and the libations of a ram that 

is thirteen months or old, then we should likewise differentiate 

between the libations of a kid, a young goat, and the libations of 
a full-grown goat. In order to indicate that this is not the case, the 

verse states: “Or of the kids,’ and thereby juxtaposes the libations 

for the youngest of the kids and those of the oldest of the goats: 

Just as the libations of this young kid consist of three log of wine, 
so too, the libations of that full-grown goat consist of three log. 


The mishna states: And the name of the day of the week was writ- 
ten upon the seals, to deter cheats. The Gemara points out a prob- 
lem: Consider the following situation yourself. Suppose that a 
cheat found a seal and circumvented this precaution by waiting 
until the same day the next week, at which point he could match 
up [ziyyeig]' his seal with that day. He would be able to collect the 
libations deceitfully a week later. The Gemara answers: The name 
of the priestly watch" that served in the Temple that week was also 
written on it, as each watch serves in the Temple only twice a year. 


The Gemara retorts that even this is not a sufficient precaution. 
After all, consider for yourself that a cheat can wait half a year and 
match up with that watch and collect the libations. The Gemara 
explains that the name of the day; the name, i.e., the number, of 
the week within the month; and the name of the month were all 
written on it. Consequently, even if a cheat wanted to match up 
the seal with a similar day, there is no identical day to be found with 
which to match it up. 


HALAKHA 4 + MISHNA There were two special cham- 
bers in the Temple, one called the chamber of secret gifts and the 

other one called the chamber of vessels." The mishna explains the 

purpose of these chambers. In the chamber of secret gifts, sin- 
fearing people put money secretly and poor people of noble 

descent support themselves from it secretly. 


With regard to the chamber of vessels, anyone who donates a 
vessel to the Temple drops it inside that chamber, and once every 
thirty days the treasurers open it. And any vessel that they found 
for it a use for Temple maintenance, they leave it for that purpose, 
and the rest are sold, and their monetary value is allocated to 
Temple maintenance. 


GEMARA Apropos the topic of charity given anonymously, the 
Gemara cites several stories on that theme and the mitzva of char- 
ity in general. Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi and Rabbi Yitzhak bar 
Nahman were supporters of the indigent, i.e., they were respon- 
sible for a charity fund. And so as not to embarrass the poor, they 
would give a dinar to Rabbi Hama, father of Rabbi Yehoshaya, 
and he would give it to impoverished others surreptitiously, so that 
neither the givers nor the receivers were aware of one another’s 
identity. 


The Gemara similarly relates with regard to Rabbi Zekharya, son- 
in-law of Rabbi Levi, that everyone would malign him. They 
would say that he does not need charity, and yet he takes money 
from the charity fund. After he died, they investigated and found 
that he had discreetly been distributing all the charity money he 
received to others in actual need. 


Rabbi Hinnana bar Pappa? would distribute mitzva money," i.e., 
charity, at night. Once the leader of the evil spirits encountered 

him. The evil spirit said to him: Didn’t the rabbi, i.e., you, teach 

that the verse: “You shall not trespass upon your neighbor’s bor- 
der” (Deuteronomy 19:14) indicates that one should not enter the 

domain of another, and the night belongs to evil spirits? 
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Rabbi Hinnana said to him: And isn’t it written elsewhere: “A 
gift in secret pacifies anger” (Proverbs 21:14)? Since I am busy 
giving secret charity, I have no fear that the Divine Wrath will 
permit evil spirits to harm me. And upon hearing this, the evil 
spirit grew afraid of him and fled from his presence. 


Rabbi Yona said: Happy is he who gives to the poor, is not 
written here; rather: “Happy is he who considers the poor’ 
(Psalms 41:2) is written, which indicates that one must consider 
his actions carefully and act wisely in giving charity. This is refer- 
ring to one who scrutinizes the mitzva of charity and considers 
how to perform it in the most appropriate manner to avoid 
embarrassing the poor. 
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How would Rabbi Yona himself behave when he would see a 
poor person of noble descent, who was once wealthy but had 
lost his assets? Rabbi Yona wanted to assist him but feared he 
would be too ashamed to accept charity. He would say to him: 
My son, since I heard that you have come into an inheritance 
in another place, take this money now and you can pay" it back 
when you receive the inheritance. When the poor person would 
take the money from him he would tell him: This money is a 
gift to you, and you do not have to repay it. 


The Gemara cites a story involving people who did not want to 

receive charity from others, but preferred to rely on God’s boun- 
ty. Hiyya bar Adda related: In our days, there were some el- 
derly people who acted as follows. If someone would give them 
charity between Rosh HaShana and the Great Fast, i.e., Yom 

Kippur, they would accept" it, but after that period they would 

not accept it. They would say: The money that is for this year 
is already with us, i.e., our income for the entire year has already 
been decreed between Rosh HaShana and Yom Kippur (see 

Beitza 16a). 


Nehemya the well digger’ encountered a certain Jerusalemite, 
who said to him: Give me one chicken as charity. Nehemya said 
to him: Here is the monetary value of a piece of meat for you, 
as meat was cheaper than chicken. And the beggar bought meat 
with the money he accepted from Nehemya, and ate it, and died 
because his constitution was extremely sensitive to meat. And 
Nehemya cried out and said: Come and eulogize the one killed 
by Nehemya, as he felt guilty over the beggar’s demise. 


Nahum of Gam Zo? was bringing a gift to his father-in-law’s 
house" when a man afflicted with boils met him on the way. He 
said to Nahum: Give me charity from that which you have 
brought with you. Nahum said to him: When I return, I will 
give you something. After visiting his father-in-law’s house, 
Nahum returned and found the man dead. He realized that 
when he had first met him, this boil-afflicted man must have been 
on the verge of death from starvation. 


And in his guilt over failing to provide immediate relief for his 
hunger, Nahum said about the boil-afflicted man: The eyes that 
saw you, i.e., my own eyes, and did not give you food should 
be blinded; the hands that did not stretch forth to give you 
food should be cut off; the feet that did not run to give you 
food should be broken. And later all of these calamities actually 
befell him. 


Rabbi Akiva, Nahum’s disciple, came to visit and console him. 
Rabbi Akiva said to him: Woe is me, that I see you like this. 
Nahum said to him: Woe is me, that I do not see you like this. 
Rabbi Akiva said to him: Why do you curse me? Nahum said 
to him: And why do you reject suffering? You should not do 
so, as the Sages have said that suffering atones for sins like the 
sacrifice of offerings (Mekhilta of Rabbi Yishmael). 


NOTES 


You have come into an inheritance in another place, 
take this money now and you can pay - nwy p Taw 
yya AN) bivaox apan: According to one interpretation, 
Rabbi Yona meant that everyone's livelihood comes to him 
hrough the influence of someone else. This might be his 
ather, by means of an inheritance, as in the verse: “House 
and riches are the inheritance of fathers” (Proverbs 19:14). 
f his father cannot provide for him, someone else might 
perhaps be the instrument of his livelihood. Since Rabbi 
Yona realized that this pauper had to be provided for, he 
old him that he had to accept his livelihood in this manner. 
When he told the poor man that he can repay, Rabbi Yona 
did not mean this as a request for actual payment; rather, 
e was referring to the statement of the Sages that poverty 
is a wheel that turns in the world (Shabbat 151b). In other 
words, as this pauper might himself grow wealthy in the fu- 
ure, he should view the gift as a loan that he can repay by 
giving charity himself when his turn arrives (Tiklin Hadatin). 


Between Rosh HaShana and the Great Fast they would 
accept, etc. — 13) Pada mI xI nish KAW wry pan: 
Some commentaries maintain that those elderly people 
accepted charity between Rosh HaShana and Yom Kippur 
so as to increase the merits of the givers, to protect them 
during that period of judgment. For this reason, they were 
not concerned about the verse “But he who hates gifts 
shall live” (Proverbs 15:27), which teaches that one should 
not accept gifts (Gilyonei HaShas of Rabbi Yosef Engel on 
Megilla 28a). 


Nahum of Gam Zo was bringing a gift to his father-in- 
law's house — an mab wit phin TT it Da wre DIN: This 
story is also cited, ` with certain differences, in the Babylo- 
nian Talmud (Ja‘anit 21a). The Gemara there states that this 
gift was so large it had to be carried by three donkeys. One 
donkey carried the regular food, another carried the drink, 
while a third carried sweet delicacies. 


PERSONALITIES 

Nehemya the well digger — prow wx mman: Nehemya 
was a tanna from the third generation of tanna’im and a 
student of Rabbi Akiva. He originated from the village of 
Shihin in the western Galilee, just north of Tzippori, which 
was the dwelling place of the Yeshevav priestly family. 
The word shihin can mean wells, which is how his name 
is translated here, but it is also possible he was called 
ehemya of Shihin because of his hometown. 


Nahum of Gam Zo - it D3 wx Dima: Nahum of Gam Zo was 
a tanna who lived at the time of the destruction of the Sec- 
ond Temple. Apparently, he came from the town of Gimzo 
in Judea, which is the source of his name. Aside from what 
is related here and in stories of Nahum’s righteousness 
that appear elsewhere (see Iaanit 21a), his student, Rabbi 
Akiva, learned the halakhic interpretative method of am- 
plification and restriction from him. It also seems that the 
difference in interpretive methods between Rabbi Akiva 
and Rabbi Yishmael derives from an earlier period and is 
grounded in the methods of Nahum of Gam Zo and Rabbi 
Nehunya ben Hakana (see Shevuot 26a). 
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PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Hoshaya the Great — a1 MYWIT a: This Sage, who 
is called Rabbi Oshaya in the Babylonian Talmud, was one 
of the greatest scholars of the last generation of tanna’im. 


Rabbi Hoshaya was the third generation in a family of schol- 


ars, the son of Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi Bisa. He studied 
Torah with his father, with the tanna bar Kappara, and with 


Rabbi Hiyya, with whom he had a relationship of disciple- 
colleague. His great work was the organization of the barai- 


tot. It is said that any baraita not redacted in the study hall 
of Rabbi Hiyya and Rabbi Hoshaya is unreliable. 
Rabbi Hoshaya maintained close ties with the house 
of the Nasi, the leader of the Jews in Eretz Yisrael, and he 
was a close friend of Rabbi Yehuda Nesia, the grandson of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Hoshaya had many students, 
the greatest of whom was Rabbi Yohanan, who studied 
Torah under him for many years. Rabbi Hoshaya apparently 
had a son, Rabbi Marinus, who was also a Torah scholar and 
continued his father’s close ties with the house of the Nasi. 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov - apy? ja awdy 19: Two 


tanna’‘im are known by this name, one from the genera- 


tion that lived during the destruction of the Second Temple 
and the other a student of Rabbi Akiva. The saying: The 
teachings of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov measure a kav, but 
are clean (Eiruvin 62b; Bekhorot 23b), i.e., his body of work 
is small in quantity but clear and complete, was apparently 
stated with regard to the earlier tanna of that name. The first 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov saw the Second Temple before 
its destruction and transmitted many halakhot about the 
details of its structure. He is traditionally considered the 
author of tractate Middot. 


BACKGROUND 


Lod - “ib: One of the oldest towns in Judea, Lod grew in 
significance toward the end of the Second Temple period 


and served as an important cultural center for many gen- 


erations after the destruction of the Temple. Some of the 
greatest tanna‘im lived there, including Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Hyrcanus, also known as Rabbi Eliezer the Great; Rabbi 


Tarfon; and others. Several important ordinances were insti- 


tuted in the so-called upper chamber of the house of Nitza 
in Lod. After the bar Kokheva revolt, the town remained 
an important Torah center, as it became the focal point for 
scholars of the south. Among the great amora‘im who lived 
there were Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, Rabbi Simlai, Rabbi 
Yitzhak bar Nahmani, Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi, his son Rabbi 
Yehuda, and Rabbi Aha. 
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Rabbi Hoshaya the Great? was the master, i.e., the teacher, of 
the son of a certain blind man and was accustomed to 
eat with the blind man every day. Once Rabbi Hoshaya had 
guests, and he did not invite the blind man to eat with him. 
In the evening, Rabbi Hoshaya went up to visit the blind man 
and said to him: I request that my master, i.e., you, not be 
angry with me, as I had guests today. I therefore said to myself 
that I will not invite you today, so as not to demean my mas- 
ter’s dignity. You sometimes spill food on yourself and they 
might have mocked you. For this reason, I did not eat with 
my master today. 


The blind man said to him: Since you appeased one who is 
seen but does not see, that Holy One, Who sees but is not 
seen, should accept your appeasement, i.e., God should ac- 
cept your prayers. Rabbi Hoshaya said to him: From where 
did you hear that metaphorical statement? The blind man re- 
plied: I learned that idea from a story involving Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Ya’akov’ and a blind man. 


As it is told of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov that a blind man 
once came to his city, and Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov sat be- 
low him, so that the people of the city would say that if he, 
i.e. the blind man, were not a great man, Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya’akov would not have sat below him. When the people of 
the city saw this, they gave the blind man a very respectable 
livelihood. 


The blind man asked them: What is this situation? Why are 
you paying me such a high salary? They said to him: Since 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov sat below you, we honor you. And 
the blind man prayed this prayer with regard to Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Ya'akov: You rendered kindness to one who is seen but 
does not see. Therefore, that Holy One, Who sees but is not 
seen, should render kindness to you. 


Rabbi Hama bar Hanina and Rabbi Hoshaya were once 
touring the synagogues of Lod.” Rabbi Hama bar Hanina 
said to Rabbi Hoshaya: How much money my forefathers 
invested in building synagogues here! Rabbi Hoshaya said 
to him: How many souls your forefathers invested in build- 
ing synagogues here! The money they spent actually harmed 
people spiritually rather than helping them. Rabbi Hoshaya 
explained his comment: Weren’t there people who would 
have exerted themselves in the study of Torah if only 
the money used for the construction of these buildings had 
been donated to them instead? In another case, Rabbi Avun 
donated money for building the gates 


of the great study hall. When Rabbi Mana came to visit him, 
Rabbi Avun, proud of his donation for this building, said to 
him: Look at what I did and the greatness of my contribution. 
Rabbi Mana said to him: Your attitude reminds me of the 
verse: “For Israel has forgotten his Maker, and built palaces” 
(Hosea 8:14). How could you focus upon the gates? Weren't 
there people who would have exerted themselves in the 
study of Torah if they only had the money? You could have 
given them that money instead of using it to build structures. 
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§ With regard to the vessels donated for the Temple maintenance, 
which are mentioned in the mishna, the Gemara cites a baraita in 
which it was taught: If the shekels collected for the purchase of 
articles consecrated for the altar, i.e., communal offerings, are 
not enough to purchase them and the items that accompanied 
them, e.g., their libations, the funds required for purchasing the 
remainder are taken from the funds consecrated for Temple 
maintenance. 


However, the converse is not the case: If there is a need for funds 
consecrated to Temple maintenance, that which is required for 
it is not taken from funds consecrated for the altar. The reason 
for this difference is that an item may be changed from a lesser to 
a greater sanctity, but not vice versa. 


The Gemara notes an apparent contradiction. But didn’t we learn 
in the mishna: A vessel that they found for it a use for Temple 
maintenance, they leave it for that purpose; and the rest are sold, 
and their monetary value is allocated to Temple maintenance. 
This statement indicates that this money could be used only for 
Temple maintenance, not for items consecrated for the altar. This 
contradicts the baraita cited above. 


In resolution of this contradiction, Rabbi Hizkiya said: This is 
the intent of the mishna: Donated items and, likewise, any mon- 
ey received as payment for sale of an item are physically taken to 
the chamber for the Temple maintenance. From there they may 
be removed for any Temple purpose, either for the maintenance 
of the Temple or for articles consecrated for the altar. 
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It is unclear whether the list of Temple officials provided in this chapter consists 
of names from a particular generation or whether it lists the names of unique indi- 
viduals who served in these posts over the years. It can be inferred from the stories 
related by the Gemara that not all the officials were from the same era, although it 
is possible that the holder of a certain position would be referred to by the name of 
an important personage who once filled that position, instead of by his own name. 


In any case, this chapter provided some detail of the functions, as well as the names, 
of some of the men who served in these positions, particularly those whose conduct 
was considered somewhat dubious. It is likely that there were other administrative 
posts in the Temple, apart from those listed in our chapter. 


The discussion in the Gemara indicates that there were several levels of functionaries 
who managed the Temple finances. The senior official in the Temple was the High 
Priest. In certain periods he was subservient to the king, who would make good any 
financial discrepancies from his own pocket. The High Priest was in charge of two 
executive supervisors, seven trustees, and three treasurers. These officers would 
manage a complex accounting system designed to ensure that the treasury money 
was not used for unsuitable purposes. 


It was further explained in this chapter that not all offerings were brought to the 
Temple by private individuals; rather, many animals were prepared by the Temple 
staff, and those who wished to sacrifice these offerings would purchase them from 
the appropriate officer. Basically, one treasurer was in charge of collecting the pay- 
ment while a different treasurer would supply the offerings to the buyers. The first 
treasurer would give the purchaser a receipt, which he would subsequently transfer 
to the one appointed over the supply of animals. This would ensure that the Temple 
would suffer no losses from these transactions. 


Incidentally, the mishna mentions two Temple chambers, the chamber of secret gifts, 
through which paupers who were ashamed to accept money any other way could 
receive charity, and the chamber of vessels, where all vessels donated to the Temple 
were placed. Some of these vessels were actually used in the Temple while others 
were sold, with the proceeds allocated to Temple maintenance. 


The mention of the chamber of secret gifts led to a discussion in the Gemara of the 
mitzva of charity, particularly with regard to the degree that one must exert oneself 
to aid those in need, as well as the proper respect that must be paid to the indigent. 
It is not sufficient merely to give money to the poor; they must be treated with the 
dignity they deserve. 
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This chapter opens with a topic that is somewhat related to the shekels, namely the 
Temple collection baskets, also called horns, in which the shekels and other dona- 
tions were placed. This quickly leads to a discussion of other Temple vessels, as well 
as certain practices that were performed in particular areas of the Temple, or in 
memory of certain historical events. 


Apparently, there were several vessels in the Temple, certainly in the First Temple 
and possibly in the Second Temple as well, that served mainly decorative purposes. 
For example, they did not make do with one table for the shewbread, but added a 
further ten similar tables. Likewise, an additional ten candelabras were placed in the 
Sanctuary. This chapter discusses where exactly these supplementary vessels were 
placed and how they were used in practice. 


This chapter also includes a lengthy discussion of the Ark of the Covenant, citing 
statements of both aggada and halakha. As is well known, there was no Ark in the 
Second Temple; inside the Holy of Holies there was merely an empty space where 
the Ark should have been. There is a dispute as to the fate of the Ark of the Covenant, 
whether it was plundered along with the other Temple vessels or hidden somewhere 
in the tunnels beneath the Temple. 


Another issue raised in this chapter is the manner of the placement of the stone 
tablets in the Ark. The Gemara also debates the possibility that in certain periods 
there was a second Ark, without the tablets, which the Jewish people would take 
with them into battle. Another topic briefly addressed is that of donations to the 
Temple, and the smallest amounts of different gifts that could be given for the special 
requirements of the Temple. 


There is a great deal of aggadic material in this chapter, including a section that com- 
ments on the prophecies about the river that will in the future emerge from the 
House of God. 
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HALAKHA 1+ MISHNA There were thirteen collection 
horns," narrow at the top and wide at the bottom, into which were 
placed the shekels that were collected for the various needs of the 
Temple. There were also thirteen tables’ for various purposes, and 
thirteen prostrations in the Temple. 


The members of the household of Rabban Gamliel and the mem- 
bers of the household of Rabbi Hananya, the deputy High Priest, 
would prostrate themselves in fourteen places. And where was this 
extra location? It was facing the wood depository," as there was a 
tradition handed down to them from their fathers that the Ark was 
sequestered there." 


The mishna relates that there was an incident involving a certain 
priest who was going about his duties and saw a certain flagstone 
that was different from the others." He noticed that one of the 
stones was slightly raised above the others, indicating that it had been 
removed and returned to its place. The priest understood that this 
was the opening to an underground tunnel where the Ark was con- 
cealed. He came and said to his fellow that he had noticed this de- 
viation in the floor. He did not manage to conclude relating the in- 
cident before his soul left him, i.e., he died. Following this event, 
they knew with certainty that the Ark was sequestered there and 
that God had prevented that priest from revealing its location. 


GEMARA It was taught in a baraita: Those collection horns 
were asymmetrical. They were narrow at the top and wide at the 
bottom. Why were they shaped like that? It was due to cheaters, to 
prevent them from inserting their hands on the pretense of adding 
shekels and removing them instead. 


The Gemara cites a baraita that expounds a tannaitic dispute with 

regard to the sequestering of the Ark, a topic mentioned in the mish- 
na: It was taught in the name of Rabbi Elazar: The Ark was exiled 

with the Jews to Babylonia. When the Jews were exiled to Babylonia, 
they took the Ark with them. What is the source for this statement? 
When Isaiah prophesied about the exile before King Hezekiah, he 

stated: “Behold, the days come, that all that is in your house, and that 
which your fathers have stored up until this day, shall be carried to 

Babylon; no item shall be left, said the Lord” (11 Kings 20:17). The 

item [davar] referred to in the verse can only be an item that con- 
tains the commandments [ dibrot]. That is the Ark, which contains 

the two tablets upon which the Ten Commandments are carved. 


And, so too, it says: “And at the return of the year, King Nebuchad- 
nezzar sent, and brought him to Babylon, with the desired vessels 

of the House of the Lord, and made Zedekiah his brother king over 
Judah and Jerusalem” (11 Chronicles 36:10). What is referred to by the 

phrase “the desired vessels of the House of the Lord”? This is the 

Ark, in which the Tablets of the Law were placed. The Torah is a desir- 
able object for the Jews, as it is stated, “More to be desired are they 
than gold, indeed, than much fine gold” (Psalms 19:11). 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


Thirteen collection horns — nviiw wy mw: In the 
Temple, the following thirteen containers collected 
donations. The shape of each one was like a horn, nar- 
row at the top and wide at the bottom. Each one was 
designated for a specific type of donation: (1) Shekels 
of the current year; (2) shekels of the previous year; 
(3) money for a pair of birds. Anyone liable to bring 
an offering of two birds, i.e., one for a sin-offering 


and the other for a burnt-o 


ffering, would deposit the 


cost of these offerings in this horn; (4) money for a 
burnt-offering of fowl, without the accompanying 


sin-offering; (5) money for 


he wood of the altar fire; 


(6) money for frankincense; (7) donations of gold, or 
money to buy it, for the Ark cover; (8) money left over 


The wood depository — D»¥¥i 1: The storage room for wood was 
the chamber located in the northeastern corner of the Women's 
Courtyard (see Middot 2:5). In this chamber, wood was stored to 
be used as fuel on the altar. Blemished priests were assigned the 
task of checking the wood for worms, as worm-infested wood is 
disqualified for use on the altar (see Menahot 85b). 


That the Ark was sequestered there — 1332 sitet oww: There 
was no Ark in the Second Temple, as explained in Yoma 52b. The 
Gemara there cites a tannaitic dispute as to the whereabouts of 
the Ark that is parallel to the dispute recorded here. It is clear from 
the mishna here that the families of Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi 


Hananya, the deputy High Priest, had a tradition that the Ark was 
sequestered in the Temple and that its location was in the tunnels 
under the wood depository. Out of respect for this place, they 
performed an additional prostration facing that chamber. 


And he saw a certain flagstone that was different from the 
others - moana mwa naw DELAI nK AST: It is explained 
that one of the stones was raised above the others, An alternative 
explanation is that the color of the stone was a different shade 
than the others, due to the sanctity of the Ark located beneath it 
(Rabbeinu Meshulam). 


from that set aside for sin-offerings; (9) money left over 
from that set aside for guilt-offerings; (10) money left 
over from that set aside for the offerings of a zav, a zava, 
or a woman after childbirth; (11) money left over from 
that set aside for the offerings of a nazirite; (12) money 
left over from that set aside for the guilt-offering of 
a leper; and (13) donations for a burnt-offering of an 
animal, as opposed to one of a fowl (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 2:1-2). 


BACKGROUND 

Thirteen tables — nunbw wy mw: The following 
are the tables found in the Temple: (A ) Eight marble 
tables in the slaughtering area; (B) one marble table to 
the west of the ramp of the altar; (C) one silver table to 
the west of the ramp of the altar; (D) one silver table at 
the doorway to the Entrance Hall; (E) one gold table 
at the doorway to the Entrance Hall; (F) and one gold 
table in the Sanctuary. 


Location of the thirteen tables in the Temple 
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HALAKHA 
The Ark was sequestered in its place — NTA inipna 
133): In the First Temple, the Ark of the Covenant was 
placed on a stone located in the western part of the Holy 
of Holies. The canister containing manna from the desert 
and Aaron's staff were set before it. Tradition has it that at 
the time that Solomon built the Temple, he knew that it 


would eventually be destroyed. Therefore, he built a hid- 


ing place in the tunnels underneath the Temple to serve 
as a storage place for the Ark. King Josiah commanded 
that the Ark be concealed in the place that Solomon had 
prepared, along with Aaron's staff, the canister of manna, 
and the anointing oil. None of these items was recovered 
during the time of the Second Temple. This determination 
of the fate of the Ark is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 4:1) 


LANGUAGE 


Mallet [kurenas] - D217: Apparently from the Greek 
xápvov, karnon, meaning a ram or horn. 


NOTES 
He tapped on the stone with a mallet — why wpn 


Dapa: There is an explanation that the priest was tap- 


ping in order to determine if the ground under the stone 
was hollow. A different explanation is that he tapped with 
a mallet in order to make this stone level with the others 
(Rash Sirilio). 


And fire came out and burned him — n301 x Ky: 

One explanation is that the fire consumed the priest. 
Others explain that the fire consumed the mallet (Jalmid 
HaRashbash). 
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Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish differs and says: The Ark was not sent 
into exile, but rather was sequestered in its place," i.e., buried in 

the Holy of Holies. This is as it is written: “And the staves were 

so long that the ends of the staves were seen from the holy place, 
even before the Sanctuary; but they could not be seen without; 

and there they are until this day” (1 Kings 8:8). The phrase “until 

this day” means forever, as “this day” can refer to any point in time. 
Consequently, this verse indicates that the Ark was sequestered 

in its place. 


Having cited this verse, the Gemara proceeds to further explain 
it, by pointing out an internal contradiction in the verse. Initially, 
it is written: “The ends of the staves were seen,” and you say, in 
the continuation of the verse, “but they could not be seen.” How 
can that be? Rather, the verse should be understood as follows: 
The staves could be seen and they could not be seen, as they 
protruded outward through the curtain like the two breasts of 
a woman. The staves themselves could not be seen, but their 
position was discernible from the protrusion of the curtain. 


The Gemara returns to the discussion of the location of the Ark 
during the Second Temple period. And the Rabbis say: The Ark 
was sequestered in the wood depository chamber. The Gemara 

relates that there was an incident involving a certain blemished 

priest who was standing and splitting wood in the wood de- 
pository chamber in order to verify that the wood was not in- 
fested with worms. And he saw the flagstone that was different 

from the others. He came and said to his fellow: Come and see 

that this flagstone differs from the others. He did not manage 

to conclude relating the incident before his soul left him. And 

they knew with certainty that the Ark was sequestered there. 
Rabbi Hoshaya taught a slightly different version of the story in 

a baraita: He tapped on the stone with a mallet [kurenas]™ to 

determine if it was hollow underneath the stone, and fire came 

out and burned him." 


The Gemara elaborates on the topic of the Ark of the Covenant. 
It was taught that Rabbi Yehuda ben Lakish said: Two Arks 
would travel with Israel in the desert: One, in which the Torah, 
i.e., the second tablets that were given to Moses after he broke the 
first ones, was placed, and the other, in which the shards of the 
first tablets were placed. That in which the Torah was kept, was 
the Ark that was placed in the Tent of Meeting, in the Holy of 
Holies. This is as it is written: “And the Ark of the Covenant of 
the Lord, and Moses, departed not out of the camp” (Numbers 
14:44). The one in which the shards of the tablets were placed 
would embark and return with them when they went to war. 
Consequently, there were times that it would be seen among 
them. 


And the Rabbis say: There was only one Ark, not two, kept in 

the Holy of Holies. And one time it went out with the nation to 

battle in the days of Eli and it was captured. The Gemara notes 

that a verse supports the opinion of the Rabbis: When the Phi- 
listines who captured the Ark saw it, they said: “Woe unto us! 

Who shall deliver us out of the hand of these mighty gods?” 
(1 Samuel 4:8). It is clear that they were very frightened, and it 

would seem that this was due to the fact that the Ark was some- 
thing that they had never seen in all their days. 


There is also a verse that supports the opinion of Rabbi Yuda ben 
Lakish that there were two Arks, one that they took with them 
into battle and one that remained in its place. Apropos the battle 
of King Saul with the Philistines, the verse states: “And Saul said 
unto Ahijah: Bring here the Ark of God, for the Ark of God was 
there at that time with the children of Israel” (1 Samuel 14:18). 
This is puzzling. Wasn’t the Ark in Kiryat Ye’arim at the time (see 
1 Samuel 7:1-2)? Therefore, it is clear that there were two Arks, 
one that resided in Kiryat Ye’arim and a different one that they 
took with them to battle. 
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What do the Rabbis do with this verse so that it does not 
contradict their opinion? The Rabbis would interpret the verse 
as follows: Saul said, “Bring here” the container that contains 
the eight priestly garments, among them the frontplate.® The 
verse is referring to this container, not the Ark. A different verse 
supports the opinion of Rabbi Yuda ben Lakish that there 
were two Arks: When Uriah explains to King David why he will 
not return to his house while there is a war with the children of 
Ammon, he says: “The Ark, and Israel, and Judah, abide in 
booths; and my lord Joab, and the servants of my lord, are en- 
camped in the open field; shall I then go into my house, to eat 
and to drink, and to lie with my wife?” (11 Samuel 11:11). 


But wasn’t the Ark in Zion, i.e., Jerusalem, at the time, and not 
in a booth at the battlefield? Rather, there must have been two 
Arks; one remained in Jerusalem and the other went out with 
the Jews to the battlefield. 


What do the Rabbis do with this verse? How would they in- 
terpret it according to their opinion that there was only one Ark, 
and it remained in Jerusalem? The word for booth, sukka, is 
related to the word sekhakh, which is temporary roofing for a 
structure. The verse, in mentioning that the Ark was in a booth, 
is not implying that it was with the army at the battlefield, but 
merely that the Ark was in a temporary structure, as the Temple 
had not yet been built. 


§ As the mishna mentions the subject of concealing the Ark, 
the Gemara cites a further baraita on this topic: When the Ark 
was sequestered, sequestered along with it was the canister 
of manna’ that Moses placed before God to be kept throughout 
the generations (see Exodus 16:32-34); the flask of the anoint- 
ing oil; Aaron’s staff with its blossoms and berries, which 
were placed before the Ark (see Numbers 17:23); and the box 
that the Philistines returned together with the Ark that was 
captured during the war, which they filled with golden vessels 
as a guilt-offering to the God of Israel, as the verse says: “And 
put the jewels of gold, which you return Him for a guilt-offering, 
in a coffer by the side thereof” (1 Samuel 6:8). 


BACKGROUND 


When the Ark was sequestered, sequestered along with 
it was the canister of manna — 7393% Vay 1332 NT WI 
pan: The Ark was placed on a slab of bedrock, called the 
foundation rock, that was in the Holy of Holies. The can- 
ister of manna and Aaron's staff were set before it. King 
Josiah commanded that the Ark be concealed along with 


the canister of manna, the anointing oil, and Aaron’s staff 
in the tunnels under the Temple that Solomon had con- 
structed for this purpose (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 4:1). 

The Radbaz writes in his responsa (2:691) that the rock in 
the Dome of the Rock is unquestionably the foundation rock. 


BACKGROUND 

Frontplate — y»x: The frontplate of the High Priest was a plate 

of gold on which the words “Sacred to the Lord” (Exodus 28:36) 

were engraved. This plate was tied to the forehead of the High 
Priest, adjacent to where his hairline began. 

The frontplate was one of the eight priestly vestments 

made up the raiment of the High Priest. It is one of the 


hat 
Our 


vestments that are called the golden vestments. The High Priest 
would wear all eight vestments year round, except during part of 
the Yom Kippur service, when he would wear only the four white 
vestments that all priests wore. 


Frontplate 


Rock of the Dome of the Rock, viewed from above 
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NOTES 
He saw that it is written, etc. — ^3) aINaw MNW: Some 
commentaries wonder: As King Josiah was righteous and 
involved in learning Torah, wasn’t he aware of this verse 


beforehand? They explain that when Hilkiah, the High Priest, 


found the Torah scroll in the Temple, it was open to this verse. 
Therefore, Josiah saw this as a warning and an instruction 


that in the near future the Jewish nation would go into exile, 


and he decided to conceal the Ark (Yefei Mareh; Beer Sheva 
on Horayot 12a). 


He arose and sequestered it — i33 tay: The commentaries 
add that one can even find a hint to this in Solomon's prayer 
at the inauguration of the Temple. Solomon said: “And there 
have | set a place for the Ark,’ (I Kings 8:21) to indicate that he 
had made an additional place for the Ark of the Covenant to 
be buried when the need arose. 


HALAKHA 
They would cook the roots — ppv ny prow: How did 
Moses prepare the anointing oil? He would pulverize each 
of the elements separately, then mix them together and 
soak them in pure, sweet water until all of the essence was 
extracted. He would then pour a hin, i.e., twelve log, of olive 
oil onto the water and boil it all on a fire until the water 
evaporated, leaving only the oil, which was then stored in 


a container for future generations (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:1). 
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Who sequestered the Ark? Josiah, king of Judah, sequestered it. 
Since he saw that it is written," “The Lord will bring you and 
your king, whom you shall set over you, to a nation that you 
have not known, you nor your fathers” (Deuteronomy 28:36), 
he arose and sequestered it," so that it would not be sent into 
exile with the Jews. 


This is as it is written: “And he said unto the Levites who 

taught all Israel, who were holy unto the Lord: Put the Holy 
Ark in the house which Solomon the son of David king of 
Israel did build; there shall no more be a burden upon your 
shoulders; now serve the Lord your God, and His people Israel” 
(11 Chronicles 35:3). The Gemara explains: Josiah said to the 

Levites: If the Ark is exiled with you to Babylonia, there is a 

real concern that you will never return it to its place. Rather, I 
am concealing it so you will no longer need to carry it. “Now 
serve the Lord your God, and His people Israel” (11 Chronicles 

35:3) in the other tasks that are incumbent upon you. 


§ Apropos the anointing oil mentioned among the items 
sequestered with the Ark, the Gemara elaborates: The types 
and quantities of spices that were used in the blending of 
the anointing oil are detailed in the verses: “Take you also 
unto yourself the chief spices, of flowing myrrh five hundred 
shekels, and of sweet cinnamon half so much, even two hundred 
and fifty, and of sweet calamus two hundred and fifty, and of 
cassia [kidda]* five hundred, after the shekel of the Sanctuary” 
(Exodus 30:23-24). All together, they total 1,500 maneh. The 
Gemara explains in a baraita how this was done: “And of olive 
oil a hin” (Exodus 30:24), this hin equals twelve log of oil in 
which they would cook the roots" of the plants mentioned in 
the verse above, so that the oil would absorb their fragrance; this 
is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


BACKGROUND 


Cassia [kidda] - 


Aquilaria agallocha 


mp: In the Septuagint, kidda is translated 
as cassia, apparently referring to Cinnamomum cassia. It is a 
tall tree whose height extends up to 10 m, native to East Asia 
where it is grown for its bark, flower buds, and the oil that is 
extracted from it. The Ramban (Exodus 30:34) identified it as 
the Indian tree Aquilaria agallocha, a tall tree with a wide trunk 
that contains very fragrant sap. Josephus identifies it as the iris. 
The Iris florentina, a species of iris, is used to produce perfume. 


Iris florentina in Monte Solaro, Italy 
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At the outset there were only twelve log - 


moa abn 


Rabbi Yehuda says: That is not how it was prepared. Rather, the 
priest who prepared the oil would cook the roots in water, such 
that the fragrant essence would rise to the top, and he would 
then place oil on top of the water.” When it had completely 
absorbed the fragrance, he would remove the oil from the 
water, in the manner that the perfumers prepare fragrant oils. 
The accepted way of extracting fragrances was to boil the plants 
in water and then place the oil on top to absorb the fragrance 
essences. This is as it is written: “And you shall make it a holy 
anointing oil, a perfume compounded after the art of the per- 
fumer; it shall be a holy anointing oil” (Exodus 30:25). “After the 
art of the perfumer” indicates that it should be prepared in the 
manner of those who make such perfumes. 


Continuing on the subject of the anointing oil, Rabbi Yehuda, 
son of Rabbi Elai, taught: The anointing oil that Moses pre- 
pared in the desert was a miraculous feat from beginning to 
end. At the outset, there were only twelve log" of oil, as it is 
stated: “And of olive oil a hin,’ and a hin is twelve log. If there 
initially wasn’t even enough oil to pour over the roots,’ all the 
more so after the fire absorbs some oil, as it reduces the amount 
of oil through cooking, and the wood, i.e., the roots from which 
the fragrant essence was extracted, absorbs some oil, and the 
pot in which the roots were cooked absorbs some oil as well. Yet 
from this small amount were anointed the Tabernacle and all 
its vessels, the table and all its vessels, and the candelabrum 
and all its vessels. And from that oil Aaron the High Priest 
and his sons were anointed during all the seven days of con- 
secration, and from that oil the High Priests and kings 
throughout all the generations were anointed." 


The baraita goes on to discuss those who were anointed with the 
anointing oil. A king at the outset, i.e., when his appointment 
as king begins a dynasty, requires anointing with the anointing 
oil. A king who is the son of a king," who stands to reign in his 
father’s place, does not require anointing. What is the source 
for this ruling? God instructed Samuel with regard to David: 


“Arise, anoint him; for this is he” (1 Samuel 16:12). Only “this” 


one, i.e., David, requires anointing, as his monarchy begins a 
dynasty, but his son does not require anointing. 


NOTES 
question has been raised: The verse states concerning the 


ab wy ow xox ja: The quantity is based on the verse that 
explicitly states: “And of olive oil a hin” and a hin is a liquid 
measurement of volume that is equivalent to twelve /og. Later 
on, the Gemara derives the measurement of twelve from the 
numerical value of the word zeh, twelve. It maintains there 
were always twelve /og of anointing oil, regardless of how 
much was used. 


And from that oil the High Priests and kings were anointed — 
mab Dhin DT mw a: In the Torah, the command- 
ment to anoint with the anointing oil is mentioned only with 
regard to Aaron and his sons. However, the verse in | Kings 
states explicitly that Solomon was anointed with the anointing 
oil, as it is written, “And Zadok the priest took the horn of oil out 
of the Tent, and anointed Solomon’ (I Kings 1:39). The following 


anointing oil:"Whoever put any of it upon a non-priest [zar], he 
shall be cut off from his people” (Exodus 30:33). Since the king 
is not a priest, how could they use this oil to anoint kings? Ibn 
Ezra claims that the anointing of Solomon was a provisional 
edict issued in exigent circumstances. The discussion in the Ge- 
mara, however, appears to contradict this claim (Ramban). Rav 
Sa'adia Gaon holds that there was a tradition passed down to 
anoint David and his descendants. The Ramban (Exodus 30:33) 
explains that the verse’s mention of the prohibition against 
anointing a zar is not referring to a non-priest but to one who 
is not in the service of God. Both kings and High Priests are 
considered the anointed ones of God, as it is written, “| have 


found David My servant; with My holy oil have | anointed him” 


(Psalms 89:21). 


BACKGROUND 

He would place oil on top of the water - p24 by paw pia: 
The Rambam rules that the essence of the various roots and 
spices was extracted by means of Rabbi Yehuda’s method. 
This was the accepted method of producing perfumed oils 
throughout the generations, and is still used to this day. The 
plant used to produce the pleasant fragrance was boiled or 
soaked in water to extract the fragrance-producing substance, 
usually essential oils. As the density of these substances is less 
than that of water, it would float on the surface. Oil could then 
be poured onto that surface, into which the fragrance would 
be absorbed. This fragrant oil that was produced could be 
used for various perfumes. 


There wasn't enough to pour over the roots - ny 12 poh 
pap iam x PYT: As the Gemara details here, the total 
weight of the roots was 1 ,500 shekel. Opinions are divided as 
o the exact weight of the biblical shekel. According to geonim 
and the Rambam, it was equivalent to 14.2 g, while according 
o Rashi it was 11.75 g. Therefore, according to the Rambam, 
he total weight of the roots comes to 24.850 kg; according 
o Rashi, it comes to 20.562 kg. Though there is a range of 
opinion with regard to the size of the /og, such that 12 log of 
oil could be between 3.6 and 7.2 £, it is clear that according 
o all the opinions this quantity of oil was insufficient to pour 
over all the roots. 


HALAKHA 


A king, son of a king - bn ja ba: One does not anoint a king 
who is the son of a king. However, if there is a dispute over the 
succession, he is anointed in order to resolve the dispute and 
publicize that he is the king (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Melakhim UMilhemoteihem 1:12). 
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HALAKHA =———————_———- 
A High Priest, son of a High Priest - bina yaya bina yia: 
When the anointing oil was available, they would use it to 
anoint the High Priest, as all High Priests require anointing, 
even if the High Priest is the son of a High Priest and is serving 
in his father’s place. 


One may anoint kings only next to a spring — pnwin prs 
pray Da by xx aban: Kings from the house of David 
must be anointed near a spring (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Kelei HaMikdash 1:11 and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 
UMilhemoteihem 1:11). 


BACKGROUND 


Gihon — jima: Hezekiah’s tunnel leads from the Gihon spring 
to the Pool of Siloam. 


Hezekiah’s tunnel 
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In contrast to the anointing of kings, with regard to a High Priest, 
son ofa High Priest," even up to ten generations or more of High 

Priests of fathers and sons, each one requires anointing, as the 

position of High Priest is not passed as an inheritance from father 
to son like the monarchy. Rabbi Yehuda concludes his statement 
about the miraculous nature of the anointing oil, adding that despite 

the reduction in the amount of oil during its preparation process, as 

well as its multiple uses throughout history, it all will remain intact 

in the future that will surely come. This is as it is written: “This 

[zeh] shall be a holy anointing oil unto Me throughout your gen- 
erations” (Exodus 30:31). The word zeh has a numerical value of 
twelve, which teaches that the original twelve log of oil that existed 

at the outset will remain throughout all the generations. 


§ The Gemara continues the discussion of anointing kings, citing 
an additional baraita on the subject. One may anoint kings only 
next to a spring." It is a fortuitous sign that their monarchy should 
continue uninterrupted just as the waters of the spring flow uninter- 
rupted throughout the year, as it is stated with regard to the corona- 
tion of Solomon in the days of King David: “And the king said unto 
them: Take with you the servants of your lord, and cause Solomon 
my son to ride upon my own mule, and bring him down to 
Gihon.’ And let Zadok the priest and Nathan the prophet anoint 
him there king over Israel” (1 Kings 1:33-34). From this verse, the 
Sages learned that all kings should be anointed near a spring, just as 
David instructed that the anointing of Solomon take place near the 
Gihon spring. 


Another baraita states: One only anoints a king, son ofa king, due 
to a dispute’ over the monarchy. For example, why was Solomon 
anointed, despite the fact that he was the son of a king? It was be- 
cause of the dispute over the throne instigated by his older brother 
Adonijah," who attempted to usurp the monarchy. Similarly, Joash, 
son of Ahaziah, was anointed as king (see 11 Kings 11:12) due to the 
threat of Athaliah, his paternal grandmother, who attempted to seize 
the monarchy for herself (11 Kings 11:1-3). Jehoahaz, son of Josiah, 
was anointed (11 Kings 23:30) due to the competition from Jehoia- 
kim, his brother, who was older than him by two years." Ordinar- 
ily, the older brother should have succeeded their father, but Jeho- 
ahaz was more worthy of the throne. Jehu, son of Jehoshaphat, was 
anointed due to Joram," son of Ahab, who was the incumbent king, 
and Jehu rebelled against his rule (see 11 Kings 9:6). 


NOTES 


Due to a dispute - npibnan 9519: The Rambam writes that the 
purpose of anointing in this situation is in order to resolve the 
dispute and inform all that this is the one and only king (Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:11). Alternatively, Rashi explains 
hat in the case of a dispute, the dynastic succession has been 
interrupted such that the resolution of the dispute amounts to 
he inauguration of a new dynasty, the first of which requires 
anointing. Others write that the reason for anointing is due to 
he fact that this inheritance is not similar to the inheritance of 
property, but rather it is a right that is given to the king from 
he nation and for their benefit. However, in a case where 
his appointment is done against the will of the nation or a 
significant portion of the nation, the rights of inheritance are 
canceled, and the right to appoint the king reverts to the entire 
nation through their spiritual leaders, i.e., the Sanhedrin, who 
are the instructors of the nation (Sheelot UTeshuvot Mishpetei 
Uziel 2, Yoreh De'a 42). 


The dispute instigated by Adonijah - mity by inpionn: 
Some ask: Why did the Gemara state that Solomon was anoint- 
ed for this reason? It could simply have stated that they anoint- 
ed him because he had older brothers who were candidates 
for the throne? Some explain that Solomon was appointed to 
the monarchy by his father David, and a king has the right to 
appoint any son he chooses as his successor. Therefore, there 
was a need to anoint Solomon only because of Adonijah’s 
dispute over the monarchy (Magen Giborim). 


Despite the fact that the succession is hereditary, with the 
caveat that the king can choose to pass on the monarchy to 
whichever son he chooses, its validity is dependent on whether 
the king is accepted by the people. If the nation does not wish 
to accept someone as king, he can be dismissed from his posi- 
tion, returning him to the status of a regular citizen. Such was 
King David's status when he was forced to flee Jerusalem due 
to Absalom's rebellion. 


Older than him by two years - nw *mw 3a bina: Jehoahaz 
was twenty-three years old when he began his rule, and he 
ruled for three months (II Kings 23:30). In his place, Jehoiakim 
was appointed king when he was twenty-five years old. This 
indicates that he was two years older than Jehoahaz, as is 
explained in Seder Olam (see Beer Sheva). 


Jehu was anointed due to Joram — ov 351 Kym: The Babylo- 
nian Talmud (Horayot 11b; Keritot sb) asks why the baraita had 
o resort to this reason for Jehu’s anointing. Jehu wasn't the son 
of a king; therefore, it is clear that he required anointing just as 
with any king who begins a dynasty. The Gemara there answers 
hat Jehu didn't need anointing because only kings from the 
Davidic dynasty are anointed, not those of the kingdom of 
srael, as is explained later in the Gemara. Consequently, Jehu, 
who was a candidate for the monarchy in the kingdom of 
srael, would not have needed anointing if not for the dispute 
with Joram. 
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The Gemara presents a difficulty concerning the latter example cited 
previously: Why was Jehu anointed as king? Isn’t it written with regard 
to the anointing of David: “Arise, anoint him; for this is he” (1 Samuel 
16:12)? This king, i.e., any king from the house of David, requires 
anointing, but the kings from the kingdom of Israel, who were not 
descendants of the house of David, do not require anointing." Jehu, 
a king of Israel, should not have required anointing. The Gemara pres- 
ents a counter-question: According to that line of reasoning, there is 
a further difficulty in the baraita. How can one explain that Jehoahaz 
was anointed due to the competition from Jehoiakim his brother, 
who was older than him by two years? Didn’t Josiah, their father, 
sequester the anointing oil as was explained previously? How then 
was there oil available to anoint Jehoahaz, his son? Rather, when the 
baraita says that Jehoahaz was anointed, that is to say that he was 
anointed with balsam’ oil" and not with the anointing oil. Similarly, 
one can say that Jehu was also anointed with balsam oil and not with 
the anointing oil. 


It was further taught that one may anoint kings only with anointing 
oil that is poured from a horn, and not any other vessel. Saul and Jehu 
were anointed from oil poured from an earthenware cruse, and their 
monarchy was a temporary monarchy. David and Solomon were 
anointed with oil poured from a horn, and their monarchy was a 
monarchy that was established for many generations. 


One may not anoint priests to serve as kings" ab initio. Rabbi Yuda 
Antondraya said that this rule is on account of the verse that states: 

“The scepter shall not depart from Judah” (Genesis 49:10), i.e., the 
scepter of monarchy will forever belong to the tribe of Judah and not 
to any other tribe. Therefore, the priests who are from the tribe of Levi 
may not be appointed as kings. Rabbi Hiyya bar Adda said that this 
rule is derived from a different verse, as it is written: “To the end that 
he may prolong his days in his kingdom, he and his children, in the 
midst of Israel” (Deuteronomy 17:20). What is written in the subse- 
quent verse? “The priests the Levites, even all the tribe of Levi, shall 
have no portion nor inheritance with Israel” (Deuteronomy 18:1). This 
implies that the priests will have no part in that which is referred to 
previously, i.e., the monarchy. 


It was taught previously that Jehoahaz was anointed king, despite the 
fact that his brother Jehoiakim was older. Rabbi Yohanan said: The 
one who is called Johanan in the verse, “And the sons of Josiah: The 
firstborn Johanan, the second Jehoiakim, the third Zedekiah, the 
fourth Shallum” (1 Chronicles 3:15), he is the same as the one called 


Jehoahaz. But isn’t it written in that verse “the firstborn Johanan,” 


and it was just stated that Jehoiakim was two years older than Jehoahaz? 
The Gemara explains that in calling Jehoahaz firstborn, the verse means 
that he was the first to rise to the monarchy. Rabbi Yohanan contin- 
ued and said: He who is called Shallum is the same as he who is called 
Zedekiah. The Gemara challenges this statement: But isn’t it written: 
“The third Zedekiah, the fourth Shallum,” indicating that these are 
two different people? The Gemara explains the verse is as follows: He 
was the third in birth position, but he was fourth to achieve kingship, 
as his two brothers, Jehoahaz and Jehoiakim, as well as his nephew, 
Jehoiachin, all ruled before him. 


The Gemara cites an additional baraita that discusses these names: He 
was called Zedekiah because he accepted [tzideik] upon himself the 
attribute of judgment when the king of Babylonia had Zedekiah’s sons 
slaughtered in front ofhim and then proceeded to have his eyes gouged 
out. Zedekiah justified the punishment that God had inflicted upon 
him. He was called Shallum because in his days the kingdom of the 
house of David was completed [shalma], as he was the last king in 
King David's dynasty. Reish Lakish said: His name was not Shallum 
and his name was not Zedekiah; rather, his name was Mattaniah. 
This is as it is written: “And the king of Babylon made Mattaniah, 
his father’s brother, king in his stead and changed his name to Zede- 
kiah” (11 Kings 24:17). This verse indicates that the king of Babylonia 
changed his name to Zedekiah, but it was not his original name. 


NOTES 


But the kings of Israel do not require anointing - 
awn pare bw ada pey: The commentaries are 
divided with regard to the question of whether King 
Saul was anointed with the anointing oil. According to 
the opinion of the Radak, he was anointed with balsam 
oil. However, from the discussion of Rashi and Josafot, 
it appears that King Saul was indeed anointed with the 
anointing oil, and only after the coronation of David was 
the use of that oil limited to members of the Davidic line 
(see Hok Natan and others). 


One may not anoint priests as kings - D375 prvi px 
Dy: This does not mean that one may instead coro- 
nate them in a different manner. Rather, it means that 
they should not be appointed as kings at all. 


BACKGROUND 


Balsam — yiap tx: This is apparently the plant Commi- 
phora opobalsamum, a bush or low tree 3-5 m in height, 
with thin branches and compound leaves. The best 
quality perfume drips from the edges of the stems in 
small drops, while most of the perfume is extracted by 
boiling the branches. Although balsam oil also served 
for medicinal purposes, its primary use was for incense 
and perfumed oil. Balsam was so valuable in the ancient 
world that its price was equal its weight in gold. 


Detail from Madaba Map depicting a branch of balsam (circled) 


HALAKHA 
He was anointed with balsam oil — nwa jib TNA: 
Kings from the house of David must be anointed with 
the anointing oil. Kings of Israel are anointed only 
with balsam oil (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 1:7, 1 and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 
UMilhemoteihem 1:10). 
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Perek VI 
Daf16 Amudb 


LANGUAGE 


Handling [shilut] -vibw: From the Hebrew root shalat, ŝaltu in 
Akkadian, meaning mastery, or grasping and holding. 


NOTES 


Where the Torah scroll was placed — maya min 90W: Rab- 
beinu Tam (Sefer HaYashar) argues that the Gemara’s use of 
the term placed is evidence for his opinion that a Torah scroll 
must be placed in the Ark lying down and not standing up, as 
this is the position in which the Torah scroll was placed in the 
Ark of the Covenant. 
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§ The Gemara turns to a discussion of the measurements of the 
Ark. Rabbi Yohanan said: The Ark was constructed with a 
cubit of six handbreadths. The unit of measurement used in 
the Torah to describe the Ark, the cubit, equaled six hand- 
breadths. Who is the tanna that holds that the Ark was con- 
structed using cubits of six handbreadths? It is Rabbi Meir, 
as we learned in a mishna: Rabbi Meir says: All the cubits that 
are mentioned in the Torah were medium-sized cubits six 
handbreadths in length. Rabbi Yehuda says that cubits used 
for measuring the building, such as the walls or the gates, were 
of six handbreadths. However, cubits used for measuring the 
vessels, such as the Ark, were of five handbreadths. 


According to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who said that the 
Ark was constructed using a cubit of six handbreadths, the 
length of the Ark was fifteen handbreadths, as it is written: 
“Two cubits and a half shall be the length thereof” (Exodus 
25:10). A cubit is six handbreadths, and another cubit is six 
handbreadths, and a half-cubit is three handbreadths. This 
totals fifteen handbreadths. 


And four tablets were placed in the Ark, two tablets were 

whole and two tablets were broken, as it is written: “And I will 

write on the tablets the words that were on the first tablets 

which you did break, and you shall put them in the Ark” 
(Deuteronomy 10:2). The juxtaposition of these phrases teach- 
es that the broken tablets were also placed in the Ark. The 

length of each one of the tablets was six handbreadths, and 

its width was six handbreadths. Lay the length of the tablets 

across the length of the Ark, and three handbreadths remain 

there. The length of the Ark was fifteen handbreadths, and the 

length of the two tablets together was twelve handbreadths; 

there were three remaining handbreadths available at the end 

of the Ark. 


Give, i.e., subtract, from those remaining three handbreadths a 
half-handbreadth for the width of each wall of the Ark. There 
remain two handbreadths in which to place the Torah scroll 
that Moses wrote (see Bava Batra 14a). 


The width of the Ark was nine handbreadths, as it is written: 

“And a cubit and a half the breadth thereof” (Exodus 25:10). A 
cubit is six handbreadths, and a half-cubit is three hand- 
breadths. Therefore, the total width of the Ark is nine hand- 
breadths. And four tablets were placed in the Ark, two tablets 

were whole and two tablets were broken. What is the source 

for the fact that the broken tablets were placed in the Ark? As 

it is written: “And I will write on the tablets the words that were 

on the first tablets which you did break, and you shall put 
them in the Ark” (Deuteronomy 10:2). 


The length of each one of the tablets was six handbreadths 

and their width was six handbreadths. If one lays the width 

of the tablets across the width of the Ark, three handbreadths 

remains there: A half-handbreadth from here, on one side, for 
the thickness of this wall, and a half-handbreadth from here, 
on the other side, for the thickness of that wall, and two hand- 
breadths for handling [shilut]' in the place where the Torah 

scroll was placed." It was necessary to leave this space around 

the Torah scroll in order to allow the insertion and removal of 
the Torah scroll with ease. This is the opinion of Rabbi Meir 
that is adopted by Rabbi Yohanan. 
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Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish disagrees with Rabbi Yohanan’s 
opinion. He said: The Ark was constructed using a cubit 
of five handbreadths. Who is the tanna that holds that the 
Ark was constructed using a cubit of five handbreadths? It 
is Rabbi Yehuda. As we learned in a mishna there (Kelim 
17:10): Rabbi Yehuda says: The cubit used as the unit of 
measurement for the construction of the walls and the gates 
was of six handbreadths; the cubit for the vessels was of five 
handbreadths. And this Ark is a vessel. Therefore, it was 
constructed with a cubit of five handbreadths. 


According to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that 
unit of measurement for the Ark was a cubit of five hand- 
breadths, it was constructed to a length of twelve and a 
half handbreadths, as it is written: “Two cubits and a half 
shall be the length thereof” (Exodus 25:10). A cubit is five 
handbreadths, and another cubit is five handbreadths, and 
a half-cubit is two and a half handbreadths, which totals 
twelve and a half handbreadths. 


And four tablets were placed in the Ark, two tablets were 
whole and two tablets were broken, as it is written: “And I 
will write on the tables the words that were on the first tables 


which you did break, and you shall put them in the Ark” 


(Deuteronomy 10:2). Each one of the tablets’ length was 
six handbreadths, and its width was six handbreadths. If 
one lays the length of the tablets across the length of the 
Ark, a half-handbreadth remains there. This leaves a fin- 
gerbreadth, equal to a quarter of a handbreadth, for the wall 
from here, on one side, and a fingerbreadth for the wall 
from there, on the other side. According to this opinion, the 
Torah scroll was not placed in the Ark. 


The width of the Ark was seven and a half handbreadths, 
as it is written: “And a cubit and a half the breadth thereof” 
(Exodus 25:10). A cubit is five handbreadths, and a half- 
cubitis two and a half handbreadths, which totals seven and 

a half handbreadths. And four tablets were placed in the 

Ark, two tablets were whole and two tablets were broken, 
as it is written: “And I will write on the tables the words that 

were on the first tables which you did break, and you shall 

put them in the Ark” (Deuteronomy 10:2). 


The length of each one of the tablets was six handbreadths, 
and their width was six handbreadths. If one lays the 
width of the tablets across the width of the Ark, one and 
a half handbreadths remains there: A fingerbreadth for 
the wall from here, on one side, and a fingerbreadth for 
the wall from there, on the other side, as well as a half- 
handbreadth from here, on one side, and a half-hand- 
breadth from here, on the other side, for handling the 
tablets. 


The Gemara continues its discussion of the Ark. How did 
Bezalel construct the Ark? Rabbi Hanina said: He con- 
structed it of three boxes, each one larger than the previous 
one (see Yoma 72b). Two of them were made of gold and 
one was made of wood. He placed the smallest box, which 
was made of gold, in the box of wood, and he placed the box 
of wood in the box of gold, the largest box. And he then 
overlaid the lip of the box of wood with gold as well, as it is 
written: “And you shall overlay it with pure gold, within 
and without shall you overlay it” (Exodus 25:11). The verse 
already stated: “You shall overlay it.” What is the added 
meaning when the verse states: “Shall you overlay it?” The 
added words convey that the upper lip of the wooden box 
was also covered in gold. 
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LANGUAGE 
Cube [tatroga] - miyy: From the Greek tetpaywvog, tetragonos, 
meaning with four angles or squared. 


Beryl [tarshish] — wean: This word has a number of different meanings. 
Some say the sea referred to in the Gemara was found near a place on 
the coast of the Mediterranean that exported precious metals and gems. 
It is not clear precisely where it was, as there was more than one locale 
with markets in precious metals and gems, and they all had similar 
names. Examples of these are Tarsus in Cilicia on the southern coast of 
Asia Minor, and Tartessos in southern Spain. Another option, mentioned 
by some biblical commentaries, is that it refers to the sea near Tzor, in 
modern-day Lebanon, near Rosh Hanikra on Israel’s northeastern border. 

Tarshish is also the name of one of the gemstones that was set in the 
breastplate of the High Priest (Exodus 28:20). According to the classic 
Aramaic translations of the Bible, it is to be identified with the khrom 
yama, meaning the color of the sea. This is a green-blue stone, similar to 
the color of seawater. It is called aquamarine in Latin, and the Septuagint 
translates it as chrysolite. 


Aquamarine 
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NOTES 


Alternatively, Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: He con- 
structed one box and overlaid it on all sides with gold, 
as it is written: “And you shall overlay it with pure 
gold, within and without shall you overlay it” (Exodus 
25:11). According to this explanation, what is the added 
meaning when the verse states: “Shall you overlay it”? 
Rabbi Pinehas said: The added words convey that the 
area between each board" needed to be covered in gold 
as well, to insure that no part of the Ark lacked a gold 
covering. 


The Gemara continues with discussion of the two tablets. 
How were the tablets written? Rabbi Hanina ben 
Gamliel says: Five on this tablet and five on that tablet. 
This is as it is written: “And He wrote them upon two 
tablets of stone” (Deuteronomy 4:13), i.e., five of the 
Ten Commandments on this tablet and five on that 
tablet. But the Rabbis say: All of the Ten Command- 
ments were written on this tablet and the same ten 
were written on that tablet." This is as it is written: 
“And He declared unto you His covenant, which He 
commanded you to perform, even the ten words” 
(Deuteronomy 4:13). This teaches that there were ten 
on this tablet and ten on that tablet. Rabbi Shimon 
ben Yohai says: Twenty on this tablet and twenty on 
that tablet," as it is written: “And He wrote them upon 
two tablets of stone” (Deuteronomy 4:13). This teaches 
that there were twenty on this tablet and twenty on 
that tablet. Rabbi Simai said: Forty on this tablet and 
forty on that tablet, as it is written: “On the one side 
and on the other were they written” (Exodus 32:15), as 
a cube [tatroga]." 


Hananya, nephew of Rabbi Yehoshua, says: Between 
each and every statement that was written on the tab- 
lets, its precise details and the explanation of its letters 
were written as well, as it is written: “Filled with beryl 
[tarshish]” (Song of Songs 5:14).+ Tarshish is the name 
ofa sea, or more likely, an area of the Mediterranean. The 
verse is indicating that the Torah is filled with all of these 
details, like the great sea is filled with waves. 


When Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish would reach this 
verse, “Filled with beryl,” he would say: The parable 
that Hananya, nephew of Rabbi Yehoshua, taught me 
is appropriate. Just as between one large wave and 
another large wave there are smaller waves in this sea, 
so too, the precise details and the explanations of the 
letters of the Torah were written between each and 
every commandment. 


The area between each board - ap D2 pa: The sides of 
the Ark were made of a number of attached boards. The verse 
teaches that the fissure between the boards also had to be 
covered in gold, even if the fissure was indiscernible (Rabbi 
Eliyahu Fulda; Rash Sirilio) 


Ten commandments were written on this tablet and the 
same ten were written on that tablet - mwy atm by mwy 
m mb by: An alternative understanding is ‘that the same text 
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was not written on each of the two tablets. Rather, one tablet 
contained the Ten Commandments as they appear in Exodus 
(20:2-14), while the other tablet contained the version that 
appears in Deuteronomy (5:6-18) (Hatam Sofer; Ibn Ezra’s long 
commentary on Exodus 20:1 and short commentary on Exodus 
34:38). 


Twenty on this tablet and twenty on that tablet — by Dwy 
m mb by Dewy mt mb: Some commentaries explain that the 


Ten Commandments were written twice on each tablet, once 
on each side (Rash Sirilio). Others explain that they were written 
only on one side of the tablets, but they were written twice on 
that side (Rash Sirilio in a second explanation; Hakotev in the Ein 
Ya'akov). A third opinion maintains that they were written only 
one time on each tablet and only on one side, yet miraculously 
the writing could be read from the other side. Therefore, it ap- 
peared as if the Ten Commandments were written on both sides 
(Sheelot UTeshuvot Radbaz 3:549; see Rashi on Exodus 32:15). 
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Due to the differing opinions with regard to the length of the 
cubit, there are differing opinions with regard to the size of the 
Ark. It follows that, according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, the 
Torah scroll was placed in the Ark, while according to the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda, it was not placed there. Rabbi Tanhuma 
said: I raised the following difficulty in the presence of Rabbi 
Pinehas. The next verse conforms to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda and does not conform to the opinion of Rabbi Meir. 
What is the source for the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? As it is 
written: “Take this book of the law, and put it by the side of 
the Ark of the Covenant of the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 
31:26). This verse indicates that the Torah scroll was placed next 
to the Ark and not inside it. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who said: Where was the Torah 
scroll placed? A box-like container [gluskiyya]' was made for 
it on the outside, and the Torah scroll was placed inside it. 


What is the source for the opinion of Rabbi Meir that the 

Torah scroll was placed inside the Ark? It is as it is written, “And 

you shall put the Ark cover upon the Ark from above; and in 

the Ark you shall put the testimony that I shall give you” (Ex- 
odus 25:21). This verse indicates that first the Ark cover was 

placed on the Ark, and only subsequently was the testimony, i.e., 
the tablets, placed inside. Since a previous verse (Exodus 25:16) 

already commands to put the tablets in the Ark, this second 

instruction to place the testimony must be referring to the Torah 
scroll rather than the tablets. This reading is supported by the 

fact that the instruction to place the testimony follows the in- 
struction to place the Ark cover. The Ark cover must have been 
putin place first, as the complete Torah scroll did not exist until 
the end of the fortieth year in the desert, long after the assembly 
of the Tabernacle and the Ark. 


According to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda," who stated that 
there is no absolute chronological order in the Torah, the 
verse can be understand that testimony always refers to the 
tablets. Therefore, the verse may be understood that first it 
states: “And in the Ark you shall put the testimony that I shall 
give you,’ and only afterward it states: “And you shall put the 
Ark cover upon the Ark from above.” 


Apropos the discussion of the tablets and the Torah, the Ge- 
mara cites a further statement on the subject. Rabbi Pinehas 
said in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish: The Torah that 
the Holy One, Blessed be He, gave to Moses on Mount Sinai 
was given to him as white fire engraved with black fire." It, the 
Torah itself, is fire mixed with fire, carved from beneath the 
throne of glory, which is fire, and given from the One who is 
fire, as it is written: “At His right hand was a fiery law unto 
them” (Deuteronomy 33:2). 


HALAKHA 2: MISHNA he previous mishna men- 
tioned that there were thirteen prostrations in the Temple. 
Where were these prostrations? There were four in the north 
of the courtyard, four in the south, three in the east and two 
in the west, as the thirteen prostrations were facing the thirteen 
gates of the Temple courtyard. The thirteen gates were as fol- 
lows: The southern ones, listed in order, beginning with the 
one adjacent to the western side, were the Upper Gate, and 
the topography of the courtyard was such that there was an in- 
cline on the east-west plane, therefore the gate farthest to the 
west was higher than the other gates; the Gate of Kindling," 
through which the priests would bring the wood for the arrange- 
ment of fire on top of the altar; the Gate of the Firstborn, 
through which priests would bring the ritually pure firstborn 
animals to be sacrificed, as it is permitted to slaughter firstborn 
animals on the southern side of the courtyard; and the Gate of 
Water. The mishna elaborates: And why was it named the Gate 
of Water? Since through it they would bring in the vial 


LANGUAGE 
Box-like container [gluskiyya] - NYPD: Perhaps from the 
Greek, YAwoodkopoy, glossokomon, meaning case or box. Dif- 
ferent versions of this word appear throughout the Talmud, 
such as deluskama and geluskema, which usually refers to an 
ossuary, a container used for storing bones after decomposition. 


Ossuary 


NOTESEE ———————— 
According to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda - sat mny by 
TTP (VRA): In the Vilna edition of the Jerusalem Talmud Rabbi 
Meir is written instead of Rabbi Yehuda. However, both the 
Korban HaEida and the Tiklin Haditin conclude that the text 
should be emended to read Rabbi Yehuda instead of Rabbi 
Meir, and that is how it appears in the translation. Rabbi Meir 
derives support for his opinion that the Torah scroll was placed 
in the Ark from the seeming oddity that the verse repeats the 
instruction to place the testimony in the Ark after the instruction 
to place the Ark cover. The invocation of the principle that there 
is no absolute chronological order in the Torah therefore makes 
sense only as an explanation of Rabbi Yehuda’s lack of concern 
with the instruction to place the testimony in the Ark after the 
Ark was already closed. 


White fire engraved with black fire - wga aman mab WN 
ming: The Korban HaEida offers two competing readings. "Either 
the divine Torah is written with white fire engraved in a black 
background, or the opposite, which matches the image of our 
Torah scrolls. 


The Gate of Kindling - porn sw: Some explain that this was 
not the gate through which wood was brought for the altar but 
rather the gate through which the fire was brought (Tosefot Yom 
Tov on Middot 1:4). 
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———__ BACKGROUND) ———___ 


The Gate of Nicanor — 71373 Www: The Gate of Nicanor was well 
known, both for the beauty of its copper doors as well as for 
the miracles that occurred during its transport from Egypt. This 
gate, located at the main entrance to the courtyard, served many 
purposes, often involving cases when someone needed to be as 
close to the courtyard as possible without actually entering the 
Temple area (see Nazir 45a). 


The thirteen gates in the Temple - onywn wy mvhy 
pipaa: 


Diagram of the Temple showing the locations of the thirteen gates 


— noe —__ 
Wickets [pishpeshin] — pwaw3: This word exists in Syriac with 
the same meaning, a small door within a larger door. Some 
maintain that it is from the Greek Whos, psèfos, meaning 
pebble or small stone, such as those used in a mosaic. Just as 
one tile is set within the others in a mosaic, so too this door is 
set within the framework of the larger door. 


ataxia — 
And the Gate of Nicanor had two wickets - b PI PWSWD WI: 
There was a wicket on each side of the large gate which stood 
in the middle of the Sanctuary, one to the north and the other 
to the south. The one to the south was never used: “This gate 
shall be shut; it shall not be opened” (Ezekiel 44:2). The one to the 
north was used as an entrance to the Sanctuary, as follows: The 
priest who was appointed to open the doors to the Sanctuary 
entered this wicket and continued walking between the two 
walls until he reached an area that opened onto the courtyard 
on his left. He would then enter the Sanctuary and continue 
o the large gate and open it from the inside (see Middot 2:6; 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:6). 


There were seven gates in the courtyard - Y7 ow yaw 
mwa: There were seven gates to the courtyard. Three were on 
he northern side, close to the western end of the courtyard, 
and three were on the southern side, also close to the west. 
The seventh gate was in the east, opposite the center of the 
Holy of Holies (see Middot 1:4; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 5:4). 
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of water for the water libation" on the festival of Sukkot, as they 
would ceremoniously draw the water from the Pool of Siloam and 
bring it to the altar through this gate. Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov 
says: There was a different reason for this name. It was called the 
Gate of Water because through it the water would trickle 
[mefakim],. and in the future this water will increase and go out 
from under the threshold of the House. 


Facing these gates were the ones in the north, listed in order from 
the one closest to the west: The Gate of Jeconiah; the Gate of 
the Offering, through which they would bring the offerings of the 
most sacred order, as these could be slaughtered only in the north- 
ern part of the courtyard; the Gate of Women, where women 
would enter the courtyard to place their hands on the heads of 
their offerings; and the Gate of Song, through which they would 
bring the musical instruments into the courtyard. 


The mishna asks: And why was it called the Gate of Jeconiah? 
The reason is that through it Jeconiah went out to his exile." 
Before Jeconiah was exiled by Nebuchadnezzar to Babylon he 
came to take leave of the Temple, and he left through this gate. 


The mishna resumes the list with the gates that are in the east: the 
Gate of Nicanor,’ which was named after Nicanor, who brought 
the doors of this gate from Egypt (see Yoma 38a). And the Gate 
of Nicanor had two wickets [pishpeshin],\" one on its right and 
one on its left. And there were two gates in the west that did not 
have a name, making a total of thirteen gates. 


GEMARA The mishna taught that there were thirteen gates 
in the courtyard. The Gemara notes that the mishna is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Abba Yosei ben Yohanan, who said in 
Middot 2:6 that the thirteen prostrations were performed oppo- 
site the thirteen gates.” However, according to the opinion of 
the Rabbis, in Middot 1:4, there were only seven gates in the 
courtyard." Consequently, according to the opinion of the Rab- 
bis, where were these thirteen prostrations" performed, if there 
weren't a corresponding number of gates? 


The water libation — O37 73D: The mitzva to pour wine on 
the altar during the sacrifice of the offerings is stated explicitly 
in the Torah. In contrast, pouring of water is not mentioned 
in the Torah; rather, it is a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai that for the seven days of the festival of Sukkot a water 
libation accompanies the regular wine libation. The Gemara 
in tractate Sukka describes how the water was brought from 
the Pool of Siloam to the Temple and how the water libation 
was performed. 


Trickle [mefakim] - D39: See Ezekiel 47:2: “And, behold, 
there trickled forth [mefakim] waters on the right side.” The 
Radak and Targum Yonatan on this verse translate this term 
as “go out.’ In Rashi’s commentary on that verse, in Yoma 78a, 
and in Rabbeinu Meshulam’s commentary here, the following 
interpretation is provided: The etymology of the word mefa- 
kim is from the word pakh, a cruse. In other words, the water 
flow was the width of the opening of a cruse. 


That through it Jeconiah went out to his exile — xx jaw 
inhaa map»: As the Temple, including this gate, stood for over 
four hundred years prior to Jeconiah's exile, it would appear 
that the gate could not originally have been named for this 


event. However, it is possible that when King Solomon built 
the Temple he saw by divine inspiration that Jeconiah would 
be exiled through this gate in a public manner. He therefore 
named the gate Jeconiah in reference to this future event 
(Siftei Tzaddik of Rabbi Pinehas Menahem Elazar of Piltz). 


And the Gate of Nicanor had two wickets — pwswa wI 
b wig: Some say that these two wickets were located within 
the doors of the gates themselves. They were used as en- 
trances because they were easier to open than the larger 
gate. Others explain that these wickets opened on either side 
of the larger gate (Rambam's Commentary on the Mishna; 
Me'iri; Rosh). 


Where were these prostrations - ba DINAN VIDI: 
The discussion in the Gemara assumes that there was no 
dispute with regard to the number of prostrations, as both the 
Rabbis and Abba Yosei ben Yohanan agreed that there were 
thirteen prostrations. The Gemara therefore inquires about 
the location of these prostrations, instead of suggesting that 
according to the Rabbis there were only seven prostrations 
(Korban HaEida). 
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The Gemara answers that the prostrations correspond to that which 
we learned in a mishna there (see Middot 2:3): There were thirteen 
breaches in the soreg, the lattice fence between the walls of the court- 
yard and the Temple Mount, that the kings of Greece breached. They 
did this to allow foreigners to enter the courtyard and to demonstrate 
that this area was not reserved exclusively for priests. And the sons of 
the Hasmonean dynasty’ returned and fenced in those breaches, 
and decreed that thirteen prostrations should be performed oppo- 
site them. Anyone who encircled the courtyard and passed by one of 
the places where a breach had been sealed would prostrate in gratitude 
to God for removing Greek control and the decrees against the Jews 
of Fretz Yisrael. 


The Gemara expands upon the idea expressed by Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya'akov that in the future the water from the Gate of Water will increase 
and emerge from under the threshold of the House: It is written in a 
prophecy concerning the end of days: “And it shall come to pass in 
that day, that living waters shall go out from Jerusalem: Half of them 
toward the eastern sea, and half of them toward the western sea; in 
summer and in winter shall it be” (Zechariah 14:8), and it was taught 
in a baraita: From the house of the Holy of Holies to the curtain, the 
stream of water will be as thin as the antennae of silai and khilai, two 
types of snails. 


From the curtain to the golden altar the stream of water will increase 
slightly until it is like the antennae of grasshoppers. From the place 
of the golden altar to the courtyards it will further increase to the 
thickness of a thread of the warp of a loom. From the courtyards to 
the threshold of the House the stream will widen to the size of a 
thread of the woof,’ which was thicker than the thread of the warp. 
From here onward the stream will reach the width of a stream of 
liquid poured from the mouth of a cruse. 


The Gemara cites another baraita on this topic. It is written: “And, 
behold, there trickled forth waters on the right side. When the man 
went forth eastward with the line in his hand, he measured a thou- 
sand cubits, and he caused me to pass through the waters, waters 
that were to the ankles” (Ezekiel 47:2-3). This verse teaches that at a 
distance of a thousand cubits the height of the water was up to the 
ankles. The next verse states: “Again he measured a thousand, and 


caused me to pass through the waters, waters that were to the knees,” 


which indicates that after an additional thousand cubits the water was 
up to the knees. 


The verse continues: “Again he measured a thousand, and caused 
me to pass through waters that were to the loins” (Ezekiel 47:4), 
which teaches that after the next thousand cubits the height of the 
water rose until the loins. From here onward the water continued to 
rise, until “he measured a thousand; and it was a river that I could 
not pass through” (Ezekiel 47:5). After the last thousand cubits the 
water was so high that even a large Liburnian ship, a type ofa warship, 
could not pass through the current." 


What is the explanation of the verse: “Neither shall gallant ship pass 
thereby” (Isaiah 33:21). Why? “For the waters were risen, waters to 
swim in [mei sahu], a river that could not be passed through” (Ezekiel 
47:5). What is the meaning of the phrase mei sahu? It means that the 
water flowed so fast and high it prevented one from swimming. Sim- 
ilarly, Rav Huna said to clarify the meaning of the word “sahu”: In our 
locale they call swimming sahona, as in the verse: “And when he 
shall spread forth his hands in its midst, as he who swims spreads 
forth his hands to swim [hasoheh lishot]” (Isaiah 25:11). 


The Gemara presents an alternate explanation for this verse. What is 
the meaning of “waters to swim in [sahu]”? Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Bun, said: Water that is discussed in the world. The term sahu 
is associated with siha, which means discussion or conversation. The 
verse indicates that this river will be the topic of every discussion, due 
to its high waters and strong current. 


BACKGROUND 

The sons of the Hasmonean dynasty — 'K3inwn %3: 
Despite the fact that the entire dynasty is referred to in 
our own sources as the Hasmonean house, the identity 
of the original member of the family bearing that name 
is not clear. One theory is that Hasmonean was the ap- 
pellation of Shimon, the son of Matityahu and brother 
of Judah Maccabee, whose descendants served as the 
Hasmonean kings for many generations. 


Thread of the warp...thread of the woof -.. one bw vin 
Iw bw vin: Even when the weaving was done evenly, 
and the threads of the warp, i.e, those set in the loom, 
were of the same type as the threads of the woof, there 
was still a certain difference between them, in accor- 
dance with their specific functions. The threads of the 
warp were usually both thinner and stronger than those 
of the woof. 


NOTES 

Even a large Liburnian ship could not pass through 
the current - ia iad mic» mane bin prvad seo: As 
large ships regularly traverse the sea even thousands of 
miles, clearly a ship could also traverse a river, even one 
that was wide and deep. The Gemara means that ships 
will be unable to cross the river due to the strength of the 
current (Maharsha on Yoma 77b). 
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Slopes [ketafrisot] - 


meaning inclined or going down. 


niou: From the Greek xatagepns, kataferès, 
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The Gemara continues to discuss this river. It is written: “In that 
day there shall be a fountain opened to the house of David 
and to the inhabitants of Jerusalem, for purification and for 
sprinkling” (Zechariah 13:1). This river will be used for the 
purification of the house of David and the inhabitants of Jeru- 
salem. The Gemara asks: Since this river can serve to purify any 
member of the Jewish people, why did the verse single out the 
house of David and the inhabitants of Jerusalem? 


The Gemara answers: The verse is not listing those who are fit 
to be purified by this river. Rather, it is delineating the various 
parts of this river that serve different functions. As Rabbi Shmu- 
el bar Nahman explained in the name of Rabbi Yonatan: From 
the dwelling place of the house of David until the residences 
of the inhabitants of Jerusalem, the water in this river is con- 
sidered running spring water, which is fit for the purpose of 
purifying a menstruating woman, as well as for use in the wa- 
ters of purification, i.e., spring water that was mixed with the 
ashes of the Red Heifer. From here onward it is considered 
combined water, a mixture of spring and rain water, which is fit 
for the purification of a menstruating woman but unfit for the 
waters of purification." 


The Gemara presents an alternate explanation of the verse. Rab- 
bi Elazar said: From the palace of the house of David until 

the residences of the inhabitants of Jerusalem, the water is fit 

for the purification of a menstruating woman as well as for the 

waters of purification. From here onward, it is considered 

water running down slopes [ketafrisot], and is unfit" both for 
the purification of a menstruating woman and for the waters 

of purification. 


In Ezekiel’s prophecy concerning this river, it is further written: 
“Then he said to me: These waters issue forth toward the 
eastern region, and shall go down into the Arabah; and when 
they shall enter into the sea, into the sea of the putrid waters, the 
waters shall be healed” (Ezekiel 47:8). This eastern region men- 
tioned in this verse is the Sea of Samkhu, which is the modern 
Hula Lake in the northern Galilee. “And shall go down into the 
Arabah,” this phrase refers to the Sea of Tiberias, i.e., the Sea 
of Galilee. 


“And when they shall enter into the sea,” this is the Dead Sea. 

“Into the sea of the putrid waters [mutza’im],’ this is the Great 
Sea, the Mediterranean Sea. And why was it called mutza’im, 
which literally means taken out? This corresponds to the two 
occasions that the sea went out and overran the dry land, once 
in the Generation of Enosh, when idolatry proliferated, and 
once in the Generation of the Dispersion, i.e., that of the 
Tower of Babel. 


HALAKHA 


1§2 PEREK VI:17A: PpD 


But unfit for the waters of purification - mb papa 
nen: A mixture of water that includes water not drawn 
froma spring is unfit for sanctifying the ashes of the Red 
Heifer. The water of marshes, the water of the Jordan 
River, and the water of the Yarmouk River are all mixed 
waters and consequently unfit for this purpose (see Para 
8:10; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 6:13). 


Water running down slopes is unfit - 17 nip» awp »2 
pws: Rainwater that runs down a slope may be used 
for immersion only once it collects in one place, even 
if the entire flow contains the requisite forty sea of 
water. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of 
Beit Hillel (Mikvaot 5:6; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Mikvaot 9:16). 
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Until where did the sea overrun the dry land? Rabbi Elazar said in 

the name of Rabbi Hanina: In the first instance, the Generation of 
Enosh, it went out until Calabria,’ in southern Italy, and in the sec- 
ond instance, the Generation of Dispersion, it went out until the 

rocks of Barbary’ in North Africa. Rabbi Aha said in the name of 
Rabbi Hanina: In the first instance the sea went out until the rocks 

jD of Barbary, and in the second instance it went out until Akko? and 

until Jaffa. 


jay w -”-poin x Kanma Ty” The Gemara adds that there is support for this claim from the verse: 
faa rw Tav -ppin x) xan “Thus far [ad po] you shall come, but no further, and here your 

pha iKa mW id Wy - mphs proud waves shall be stayed (Job 38:11). The phrase ad po is similar 

eee ee **" in meaning to ad ko, which alludes to the city of Akko. The verse is 
saying that until Akko you shall come, but no further. Likewise, in 
the last part of the verse: “And here [ufo] your proud waves shall be 
stayed,’ the similarity between the words ufo and Yafo, Jaffa, hints that 
until Jaffa your proud waves shall be stayed. 


- KIYAT KN NII RUDY TY 
KD NDT ND? pph awa 
— 13207 


The Gemara stated above that the waters of the river that emerge from 
the Temple Mount will reach four seas: The Sea of Samkhu, the Sea 
of Tiberias, the Dead Sea, and the Mediterranean Sea. The Gemara 
asks: It works out well that the river will reach the Great Sea, i.e., the 
Mediterranean Sea, and the Dead Sea, in order to sweeten them, and 
render them drinkable, as they contain saltwater. However, with re- 
gard to the Sea of Tiberias, and the Sea of Samkhu, whose water is 
already sweet, for what purpose will this river reach them? 


Barbary - ngaa: From the Greek BapBapia, barbaria, mean- 
ing foreign place. Those who didn’t speak Greek were called 
barbarians by the Greeks because their language sounded to 
unaccustomed ears as if they were saying barbarbar. The Greeks 
referred to the Romans as barbarians, and ironically the Romans 
took up the same practice and called whoever was not Roman 
a barbarian. Consequently the term barbarian has come to refer 
to uncultured people in general. The natives of the North African 
coast were thus called barbarians and the area became known 
as the Barbary Coast. This name has been preserved through the 
generations in various languages with only slight changes, and 
is now associated with the local North African tribes, the Berbers. 


Jebel Musa, the rocky mountain in Morocco, on the southern side of the Strait 


of Gibraltar 


F 


Above: Rock of Gibraltar on the northern side of the strait 


Left: Strait of Gibraltar and the Barbary Coast, as seen from space. Africa is below 
and Europe is above. 


Calabria - mgab: A geographic region in southern Italy, 
north of Sicily. A mostly mountainous area, Calabria’s rocky 
beaches serve as a kind of natural sea barrier that blocks 
the currents coming from the Atlantic Ocean in the west. 
This accounts for the Gemara’s statement that the sea, i.e., 
the Atlantic, broke into the Mediterranean basin and ini- 
tially reached Calabria. 


Beach on the western coast of Calabria 


Akko — ia: Although this ancient and significant port city 
is included in the boundaries of Eretz Yisrael as described 
in the Torah, it was never actually conquered by the Jewish 
people and remained under the jurisdiction of the rulers 
of Sidon. Even during the Second Temple period, when 
the Hasmonean dynasty was at its zenith, Akko remained 
under foreign control. 

Since it was not under Jewish control, Akko was not 
consecrated as part of Eretz Yisrael for the purposes of 
the mitzvot that are dependent on the Land. The out- 
skirts of the city were under Jewish control and thus were 
considered consecrated by the Jews returning from the 
Babylonian exile. The Jerusalem Talmud provides highly 
specific demarcations of which areas form part of Eretz Yis- 
rael. Despite its unconsecrated status, there were periods 
in which Akko contained a significant Jewish community 
that produced many illustrious Sages. 


Akko beach 
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BACKGROUND 
Sidon — }1¥: Sidon, which is referred to in other sources as 
Beit Tzayda, or Bethsaida, was a village on the northern side of 
the Sea of Galilee, adjacent to the estuary of the Jordan River. 
The Sages of Tiberias would occasionally meet there to issue 
various halakhic rulings. 


Remains of the entrance to Beit Tzayda 
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The Gemara responds that when the water of this river reaches 
these seas, their waters will be blessed by an increase in the num- 
ber of their fish, as it is written with regard to this river: “Their 
fish shall be after their kinds” (Ezekiel 47:10). This verse teaches 
that their fish will be of multiple kinds, great in number and 
variety. It was likewise taught in a baraita that Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel said: There was an incident in which I went to 
Sidon,’ north of the Sea of Galilee, and they brought before me 
more than three hundred kinds of fish in one pot. 


The Gemara continues to interpret the verses in Ezekiel: “And the 
waters shall be healed... But its miry places and its marshes 
shall not be healed; they shall be given for salt” (Ezekiel 47:8-11). 
The Gemara points out an apparent contradiction: It is written: 

“And the waters shall be healed,” and yet you say that the waters 
shall not be healed? The Gemara responds that itis a place called 
Velo Yerafu, which means: They will not be healed. This verse is 
detailing the locations where the waters will heal, namely the miry 
places, the marshes, and a place called Velo Yerafu. 


It is further written there: “And by the river upon its bank, on 

this side and on that side, shall grow every tree for food, whose 

leaf shall not wither, neither shall its fruit fail; it shall bring 

forth new fruit every month, because its waters issue out of the 

Temple; and its fruit shall be for food, and its leaf for healing” 
(Ezekiel 47:12). What is the meaning of the phrase “it shall bring 

forth new fruit every month”? 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: The meaning 
of the verse is that in this world, grain produces a crop six 
months after it is planted, and a tree produces fruit twelve 
months after its fruit is harvested. However, in the future, grain 
will produce crops in one month, and a tree will produce fruit 
in two months. 


What is the explanation of the words in the verse: “It shall bring 
forth new fruit every month [hodashav]?” The term hodashav, 
which incorporates the plural of the word month, indicates that 
the fruit will grow in two months. As the time required for grain 
to ripen is half the time of that of fruit, grain will ripen in a single 
month. 


This Gemara presents a dissenting opinion. Rabbi Yosei said: The 
meaning of the verse is that in this world grain produces a crop 
six months after it is planted, while a tree produces fruit twelve 
months after its fruit is harvested. However, in the future, grain 
will produce crops in fifteen days, and a tree will produce fruit 
in one month, as we found that grain produced a crop in the 
days of Joel that ripened in fifteen days, and the omer offering 
was brought from that grain on the sixteenth of Nisan. In that 
year they brought the omer offering from grain fifteen days after it 
was sown. 


What is the explanation of the verse: “Be glad then, you children 
of Zion, and rejoice in the Lord your God; for He gives you the 
first rain in just measure, and He causes the rain to come down 
for you, the first rain and the latter rain, at the first” (Joel 2:23)? 
The Sages explain that there was a severe drought that year, and 
the first rains fell only on the first of Nisan (see Ta‘anit sa). The 
prophet commanded the people to plant their fields, and they 
found sufficient seeds to sow the fields. The second rains fell on 
the fifth of Nisan, and miraculously the grain ripened so quickly 
that they were able to bring the omer offering from that grain on 
the sixteenth of the month. In the future the grain will ripen as 
quickly as it did then. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Yosei establish the mean- 
ing of the verse: “It shall bring forth new fruit every month,’ 
which apparently indicates that fruit will grow in two months? He 
explains that the verse means that each and every month the tree 
will bring forth fruit. 
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The aforementioned verse states: “And its leaf for healing 
[terufa]” (Ezekiel 47:12). The Sages dispute the meaning of 
this phrase. Rabbi Yohanan said: The word terufa with a tav 
is similar to terufa with a tet, which means food. Therefore the 
verse means: For its food he sucks the leaves of the tree that 
grows on the banks of that river, and ingests their sustenance, 
as the leaves of this tree nourish as much as its fruit. 


Rav and Shmuel both interpreted terufa as an allusion to 

lehatir pe, to release the mouth, but differed over the exact 
meaning. One said it means to release the upper mouth, i.e., 
to open the mouth ofa mute person, such that he will be able 

to speak ifhe eats from the fruit of this tree. And the other one 

said it means to release the lower mouth, a reference to the 

womb; a barren woman who eats from this tree will be able to 

conceive. Rabbi Hanina and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi dis- 
agree in a similar manner. One said the verse means to release 

the mouth of infertility, and the other one said it means to 

open the mouth of the mute. 


In its list of the gates in the Temple, the mishna stated: Facing 
the gates in the south were additional gates in the north, 
etc. One of the gates in the north was the Gate of Jeconiah, 
through which this king departed for exile. The Gemara relates 
that you find at the time that Nebuchadnezzar ascended to 
Eretz Yisrael to remove Jeconiah, Jehoiachin, from his throne, 
three months after he had crowned him instead of his father 
Jehoiakim. He came and settled in Dofnei of Antioch,’ 
where he set up his camp. And the Great Sanhedrin came 
out to greet him and said to him: Has the time come for this 
House to be destroyed? Is that the purpose for which you 
have arrived? He said to them: The king that I crowned to 
rule over you, give him to me as a captive and I will go. 


They came and said to Jehoiachin, king of Judea: Nebuchad- 
nezzar requires that you be taken into captivity to Babylon. 
When he heard this from them, he took the keys of the 
Temple and ascended to the roof of the Sanctuary and said 
before Him: Master of the Universe, in the past we were 
faithful to You and Your keys were handed over to us. Now 
that we are not faithful, Your keys are handed over to You. 
Two amora’im dispute what happened next: One said that 
Jehoiachin took the keys and threw them up to the heavens 
and they have not yet descended from there. And one said 
that the likeness of a hand came and took them from his 
hand. When all 


the nobles of [horei]' Judea saw what had occurred, they 
went up to the top of their roofs and fell and died. This is as 

it is written: “The burden concerning the Valley of Vision." 

What ails you now, that you have wholly gone up to the 

housetops, you that are full of uproar, a tumultuous city, a 

joyous town? Your slain are not slain with the sword, nor dead 

in battle” (Isaiah 22:1-2). Isaiah prophesies about Jerusalem, 
the Valley of Vision, which will be conquered by Nebuchad- 
nezzar, crying: What ails you, Jerusalem, that your nobles will 
go up to the rooftops and fall to their deaths? Your dead will 
not be slain with the sword or in battle; they will die by falling 
from the rooftops. 


BACKGROUND 


Antioch — x3ibax: This was one of the most important cities in 
the ancient Middle East. Seleucus | established it and named for his 
father, Antiochus, in approximately 300 BCE. The city was located 
on the eastern side of the Orontes River, in the shadow of the 
Taurus Mountains to the northwest, approximately 25 km from the 
Mediterranean Sea. Situated at a major crossroads, Antioch was a 
key trade center for hundreds of years. The ruins of ancient Antioch 
can be found near modern Antakya, in the Hatay province of Turkey. 

Antioch was a significant Jewish center from the time of its 
founding and throughout the Roman and Byzantine periods. The 
Jews there maintained contact with the Jewish community and 
leaders in Eretz Yisrael. 


Map showing location of Antioch 


LANGUAGE 


Nobles of [horei] - im: The word horim means dignitaries, nobles, 
ministers, and deputies. See Nehemiah 13:7; | Kings 21:8 and the 
Radak on that verse; see also Isaiah 34:12, where horim is the parallel 
term for ministers. It is also possible that horim is a term for freemen 
who were exempt from royal taxes. 


NOTES 


The Valley of Vision — ți» x’: Jerusalem is known as the Valley of 
Vision because all eyes look toward it (Rashi, Ta'anit 29a). However, in 
his commentary on Isaiah 22:1, Rashi writes that Jerusalem is known 
by this name because most prophetic visions mention Jerusalem. 
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— HALAKHA 
Eight tables - nanbw minaw: There were eight marble tables 
in the Temple slaughtering area upon which the pieces of meat 
from the offerings were placed. The priests would wash the meat 
on these tables before eating it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 5:13). 


And two on the western side of the ramp - W337 Jaa Dw): 
There were two tables on the western side of the altar: One of 
marble, upon which the priests placed the limbs of the offerings, 
and one of silver, where they placed the sacred vessels (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:15). 


And two in the Entrance Hall on the inside - 03331% oya Dw: 
There were two tables on the inside of the Entrance Hall, near the 
entrance to the Temple. One was made of marble, upon which the 
shewbread was placed when it was brought into the Sanctuary. 
The other was made of gold, for the shewbread on its exit from 
the golden table in the Sanctuary. This is due to the principle that 
in matters of sanctity one elevates to a higher level rather than 
downgrades to a lower one (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 3:16). 


BACKGROUND 
The slaughtering area — o»navan ma: 


E 
(1) Slaughtering area 
(2) Tables and columns 
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NOTES 


HALAKHA 3: MISHNA This mishna details the exact 
location and purpose of the thirteen tables in the Temple. There 
were thirteen tables in the Temple. Eight" of them were made of 
marble and were located in the slaughtering area,’ north of the 
altar, where the priests would slaughter the offerings of the most 
sacred order. Upon these tables they would wash the innards of 
the offerings, as the marble was cool and preserved the freshness 
of the meat. 


And there were two more tables on the western side of the ramp," 
south of the altar, one of marble and one of silver. On the table 
of marble they would place the limbs before they were sacrificed, 
and from there the priests would bring them up to the altar. On 
the table made of silver they would place the ninety-three sacred 
vessels’ brought out from the Chamber of Vessels each morning 
for the services of that day. 


And there were two tables in the Entrance Hall to the Sanctuary, 
on the inside" of the Entrance Hall, near the opening to the Tem- 
ple, one of marble and one of gold. On the table of marble they 
would put the shewbread before its entrance to the Sanctuary 
after it was baked on the eve of Shabbat. And they would place 
the old shewbread on the table of gold upon its exit from the 
Sanctuary, to be divided among the priests. 


The reason the shewbread was placed on a marble table before being 
brought into the Sanctuary and on a golden one upon when re- 
moved from there is that one elevates to a higher level in matters 
of sanctity and one does not downgrade. Since it had been placed 
on the golden Shewbread table all week inside the Sanctuary, upon 
its removal it could not be derogated to a marble table and so was 
placed on a different golden table in the Entrance Hall. 


Finally, there was one table of gold inside the Sanctuary, i.e., the 
Shewbread table, upon which the shewbread was placed always. 


GEMARA he mishna stated that the shewbread was placed 
on a marble table when it was brought into the Sanctuary. The 
Gemara cites a different opinion: As it was taught in a baraita: 
When the shewbread was brought into the sanctuary it was placed 
on a table of silver." In accordance with the opinion stated in the 
mishna, that the bread was placed on a marble table, Rabbi Yosei 
said in the name of Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak, who said that 
Rabbi Hananya cites this tradition in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: 
There was no table of silver here, as it boils, i.e., it heats articles 
placed upon it, which could cause the shewbread to grow moldy. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita as fol- 
lows: This was one of the miracles that were performed in the 
Temple, that just as they would place the shewbread hot as it came 
out of the oven, so too they would remove it hot, as it is stated: 
“To put hot bread in the day when it was taken away” (1 Samuel 
21:7). When they removed the shewbread after seven days on the 
golden table, it was as hot as it was when they originally placed it 
there. Why, then, were they concerned about placing the shew- 
bread on a silver table, if it would remain warm in any event? 


On the table of silver they would place sacred vessels — 
nw 13 ‘DD Ww by: The early commentaries explain that this 
refers to the ninety-three sacred vessels that were taken out at 
the start of the day for the services of the day (Rosh, Tamid 31b). 
The later commentaries note that it is unclear how all ninety- 
three vessels could fit on a single table. They further question 
the very placement of the vessels on this table, as this is not the 
appropriate place for them. Rather, they belong at the entrance 
to the courtyard, so that they are available for all of the services 
of the offerings. These commentaries therefore explain that 
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hat those vessels were placed in a vestibule, while the silver 
able served to hold the vessels that the priests used for the 
services on the altar, e.g., the burning of the incense or the 
pouring of the libations. If the priest needed to rest during 
hese services, he would place the vessels on this table. Some 
suggest that the priest would also mix the meal offerings on 
his table (Hiddushim UBiurim). 


It was taught, on a table of silver - 4D3 by by nn: 
The priests would transfer the shewbread from this silver table 
o the golden table, in accordance with the principle that in 


matters of sanctity one elevates to a higher level rather than 
downgrades to a lower one. The opinion of this tanna that 
they would use a silver table is based upon the principle that 
there is no poverty in a place of wealth. In other words, the 
Temple is the glory of Israel, and the community is responsible 
for providing its needs. Since the community is not a pauper, it 
is unbecoming to the Temple to treat it frugally. Therefore, all 
the requirements of the Temple were provided generously and 
with splendor, including this table. Consequently, the table was 
made of silver, not marble. 
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The Gemara answers that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: One does 
not mention miraculous events. Despite the fact that miracles 
occur, one should not rely on them, but rather act according to the 
laws of nature. Therefore the priests did not place the bread on a 
silver table that could have spoiled the shewbread through natural 
causes. 


They raised a dilemma before Rabbi Ila: If one week there was no 
new bread to replace the old bread on the shewbread table, what is 
the halakha with regard to leaving the old shewbread until the next 
Shabbat?” On the one hand, as the time has arrived for the bread 
to be removed and divided among the priests, if it remains after this 
time it could be considered notar, left over, and disqualified by re- 
maining overnight. On the other hand, as there is no new bread to 
replace it, perhaps this bread would still be considered the shew- 
bread of the table and would not be disqualified until new bread 
would be brought. Rabbi Ila said to them that it is written: “And 
you shall set upon the table shewbread before Me always” (Exo- 
dus 25:30). There should always be shewbread on the table, even if 
it is disqualified." 


The Gemara cites a baraita that discusses the shewbread table: Sol- 
omon built ten tables’ for the Temple, modeled after the shew- 
bread table. As it is written: “He made also ten tables, and placed 
them in the Temple, five on the right side and five on the left” 
(11 Chronicles 4:8). 


The Gemara asks: If you say that right and left refer to the sides 
of the entrance to the Sanctuary, which means that Solomon set 
up five tables in the southern side of the Sanctuary to the left of 
its entrance, and five in the northern side of the Sanctuary to the 
right, this is difficult. The Gemara explains the difficulty: Isn’t the 
table fit only if it is in the northern part of the Sanctuary, as it is 
stated: “And you shall put the table on the north side” (Exodus 
26:35)? If so, what is the meaning when the verse states: “Five on 
the right side and five on the left”? Rather, it must mean that the 
table prepared by Moses was positioned in the proper place in the 
Sanctuary, and five of the tables made by Solomon were placed to 
the right of the table of Moses, and five to its left. 


Even so, despite the fact that there were so many tables in the Sanc- 
tuary, the priest would arrange the shewbread only on the table 

of Moses alone, as it is stated: “And Solomon made all the vessels 

that were in the House of the Lord, the golden altar, and the table 

whereupon the shewbread was, of gold” (1 Kings 7:48). The use of 
the definite article “the” to describe the table indicates that there 

was one unique table upon which the shewbread was arranged, the 

table of Moses. Conversely, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
says: He would arrange the shewbread on all of the tables, each 

one in turn, as it is stated: “And the tables upon which was the 

shewbread” (11 Chronicles 4:19). This verse indicates that the shew- 
bread was placed on all the tables. 


The Gemara continues to discuss the shewbread table. It was taught 
in a baraita: All the tables, both of Moses and Solomon, were posi- 
tioned from east to west, in the northern part of the Sanctuary, so 
that their length ran parallel to the length of the Sanctuary. This is 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, says: They were placed from north to south, and 
their length was to the width of the Sanctuary. 


According to the one who said that the tables were placed from east 
to west it works out well, as they are all suitable for service. The 
tables were positioned in a manner that rendered them all fit for 
service, as the table could be used only in the northern part of the 
Sanctuary, in accordance with the verse: “And you shall put the table 
on the north side” (Exodus 26:35). However, according to the one 
who said that they were placed from north to south, the table, i.e., 
five of the tables, are found in the southern part of the Sanctuary, 


HALAKHA 


If there was no new bread, what is the halakha with 
regard to leaving it until the next Shabbat - ow my x 
mean naw inva) ama om: If the shewbread, along with 
the bowls of frankincense, is left on the golden table for a 
few weeks and not exchanged for new ones, no prohibition 
has been violated (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 5:13). 


NOTES 


What is the halakha with regard to leaving it until the 
next Shabbat...even if it is disqualified - imam mn 
bie IY.. ANAT naw: Some commentaries explain that 
if there is no new shewbread available for the new week, 
the shewbread from the previous week is left on the table 
until the next Shabbat. According to this explanation, the 
phrase: Even if it is disqualified, is imprecise, as leaving the 
shewbread on the table does not disqualify it. If this were 
he case and the shewbread were actually disqualified, there 
would be no point in leaving it on the table, as the mitzva of 
he shewbread could not be fulfilled in this manner. Rather, 
he phrase means: Even if it could be rendered disqualified, 
by removing it from the table and leaving it on the floor 
until nightfall, as long as it has not been removed from the 
able it can remain there until new bread is brought (Jalmid 
HaRashbash; Har Efrayim; see also Rabbeinu Meshulam, and 
Rash Sirilio in his second explanation). 

Others claim that the Gemara’s description of the shew- 
bread as disqualified should be taken at face value. Since 
shewbread is fit for one week from when itis first placed on 
the table, as soon as this time has passed, the bread is ren- 
dered disqualified. Therefore, when it is removed from the 
table the following week it must be taken out and burned, 
as is the case for all disqualified offerings. However, if there is 
no new shewbread available, it is best to keep the old bread 
on the table, as this fulfills the mitzva of ensuring that there 
is bread continuously present on the shewbread table. The 
requirement that there always be bread on the shewbread 
table can be fulfilled even with disqualified bread (Korban 
HaEida in his second explanation; Mahara Fulda). 


Solomon built ten tables - miw mwy nianbw mwy: 
Despite the indication in the mishna that there was only one 
table in the Temple for the shewbread, the commentaries 
explain that this baraita does not contradict the mishna. 
The reason is that the mishna counts only those tables that 
were present in the Second Temple, where there was only 
one shewbread table, as in the Tabernacle. 

Some commentaries have found this explanation difficult 
in light of the Gemara in Yoma 51b, which indicates that 
even in the Second Temple there were ten additional tables, 
as explained by Tosafot there (see Rashi). The anonymous 
commentary in tractate Tamid resolves this difficulty by 
explaining that the tanna of the mishna counts only the 
table upon which the shewbread was actually placed, not 
the other tables. According to this opinion, the other nine 
tables in the Temple were for show and were never used, 
in accordance with the statement of the first tanna in the 
baraita here. 
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Perek VI 
Daf18 Amuda 


HALAKHA 

The placement of the candelabrum, shewbread table, and in- 
cense altar - myopa nan D237 mow, miT nT Dipa: The 
candelabrum was situated in the south ofthe sanctuary on the left 
side of the entrance, while the shewbread table was on the right. 
They both were located outside the Holy of Holies, with the incense 
altar between them, slightly further to the outside, as stated in the 
baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:7). 


BACKGROUND 


The Temple - wpa: 


ae = a= ee 
=a 


Position of the vessels in the Sanctuary 


King Solomon constructed ten candelabra - nwy nitian Wy 
miw: The ten candelabra that Solomon constructed were in addi- 
tion to the candelabrum created by Moses. Five were placed to the 
right of the candelabrum of Moses and five were placed to the left. 


Candelabra in the Sanctuary 
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and the candelabrum in the north of the Sanctuary. But wasn’t 
it taught’ in a baraita: The shewbread table was situated" from 
the halfway point of the House and inward, in the inner half 
of the Sanctuary, drawn two and a half cubits away from the 
wall to the north. The priests who arranged the shewbread on 
the table would stand in this space. And the candelabrum was 
situated opposite it, in the south of the Sanctuary, likewise two 
and a half cubits from the wall. 


The golden altar was situated in the middle of the House, 
dividing the House from its halfway point and inward, i.e., 
equidistant from the north and south walls, slightly drawn 
back" from the place of the table and the candelabrum toward 
the outside. Since the length of the entire area was sixty cubits, 
twenty for the Holy of Holies, and forty for the Sanctuary, all 
the vessels were situated from a third of the entire House and 
inward, i.e., the vessels were all contained in the second third 
of the entire area.’ 


King Solomon constructed ten candelabra,” modeled after 
the one that Moses crafted, as it is stated: “And he made the 
ten candlesticks of gold according to the ordinance concern- 
ing them; and he set them in the Sanctuary, five on the right, 
and five on the left” (11 Chronicles 4:7). Before completing its 
citation of the baraita, the Gemara asks: If you say that right and 
left refer to the sides of the entrance to the Sanctuary, which 
would mean that Solomon set up five candelabra in the north 
of the Sanctuary, to the left ofits entrance, and five in the south 
of the Sanctuary, to the right of its entrance, this is difficult. 


The Gemara explains the difficulty: Isn’t the candelabrum fit 
only if it is in the south of the Sanctuary, as it is stated: “And 
the candelabrum over against the table on the side of the 
Tabernacle toward the south” (Exodus 26:35). What, then, is 
the meaning when the verse states: “Five on the right, and five 
on the left”? Rather, it must mean that the candelabrum that 
Moses made was located in the Sanctuary, while five of the 
candelabra that Solomon crafted were placed to the right of the 
candelabrum of Moses, and five to its left. 


NOTES 


But wasn't it taught — °3m xm: The explanation of the Gemara 
presented here is in accordance with a version of the text that 
omits the phrase: But wasn't. In other words, this baraita is cited 
in support of the previous claim, not as an objection (see Tiklin 
Hadatin and Yefe Einayim). 


The shewbread table was situated - pn) my wn: All the 
measurements in this baraita, as well as the location of the Tem- 
ple vessels, are based on the following verses: “And the House 
which King Solomon built for the Lord, its length was sixty 
cubits, and its breadth twenty cubits, and its height thirty cubits. 
And the porch before the Sanctuary of the House, its length 
was twenty cubits, according to the breadth of the House; and 
ten cubits was its breadth before the House” (I Kings 6:2-3). Ac- 
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cording to this description, the Temple was divided into three 
sections: the Entrance Hall, which was the outermost section; 
the Sanctuary; and finally, the Holy of Holies, which was the 
innermost section. The baraita discusses the Sanctuary and the 
Holy of Holies, as well as the location of the vessels inside this 
combined area, which was sixty by twenty cubits. The Sanctu- 
ary measured forty by twenty cubits, while the Holy of Holies 
was twenty by twenty cubits. 


Slightly drawn back — yap gwa: The Gemara in tractate 
Yoma (33b) explains why the altar was slightly drawn back. The 
verse states: “And you shall set. ..the candelabrum opposite the 
table” (Exodus 26:35). Since the candelabrum and the table had 


to be positioned opposite one another, the altar was not placed 
directly between them, so as not to separate them. 


King Solomon constructed ten candelabra - nwy nit wy 

miw: King Solomon placed ten candelabra and ten tables in 

the Temple because the area of the Sanctuary he built was 

more than ten times larger than that of the Tabernacle. The Tab- 
ernacle was thirty by ten cubits. Solomon's Sanctuary was sixty 

by twenty cubits. Consequently, whereas one candelabrum 

sufficed for the Tabernacle, the Temple required eleven. Further- 
more, as the Torah dictates that the candelabrum in the Tent of 
Meeting was to be situated opposite the table, an equivalent 
number of tables in the Temple was required (Meshekh Hokhma, 
Parashat Tetzave). 
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Even so, i.e., despite the fact that there were so many candelabra in the 
Sanctuary, the priest would kindle only the candelabrum of Moses 
alone, as it is stated: “And the candelabrum of gold with its lamps, 
to burn every evening” (11 Chronicles 13:11). The singular form indi- 
cates that only one candelabrum was lit. Conversely, Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Yehuda, says: He would kindle all eleven candelabra, one 
of Moses and ten of Solomon, each one in turn, as it is stated: “And 
the candelabra with their lamps, that they should burn according 
to the ordinance before the Sanctuary, of pure gold” (11 Chronicles 
4:20 )." The plural “candelabra” indicates that they were all lit. 


The baraita analyzes the subsequent verse: “And the flowers, and 
the lamps, and the tongs, of gold, and that perfect gold [mikhelot 
zahav]” (11 Chronicles 4:21). This means that the candelabrum com- 
pletely depleted [killu] the gold of Solomon." As the gold was 
repeatedly purified until it reached the required level of purity, a large 
quantity of gold evaporated. 


The Gemara cites a related baraita. Rav Yehuda taught in the name 
of the Sage Asi: Solomon would take a thousand talents of gold 
and insert them into the crucible? and remove them. He repeated 
this process until the gold was so refined that he established its weight 
as one talent of gold, to fulfill that which is stated about the original 
candelabrum in the Tabernacle: “Of a talent of pure gold made he 
it, etc.” (Exodus 37:24). 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, said: 
There was an incident involving the candelabrum of gold that Moses 
made in the desert,’ which exceeded the weight set by the Torah, one 
talent, by one dinar of gold. And they inserted it into the crucible 
eighty times, to further refine it and reduce its weight, but it was not 
reduced by anything. 


And this is proper, for as long as it had not achieved its correct state 
of purity, it would decrease greatly, as its refinement in the crucible 
removed all the impurities, thereby reducing its weight. However, 
from when it had achieved its correct state of purity, it was not re- 
duced at all. Unlike the gold of Moses, the gold Solomon used was 
not originally free of impurity and therefore required refinement. 


HALAKHA 4 + MISHNA here were thirteen collection 
horns in the Temple, and the intended use of the funds was written 
upon each one, as follows: New shekels, old shekels, pairs of birds, 
fledglings designated for burnt-offerings, wood for the arrangement 
on the altar, frankincense that accompanied meal-offerings, and gold 
donated for the Ark cover." The remaining six horns were designated 
for communal free-will offerings. 


NOTES 


Pure gold — 39 amt: This gold was exceptionally pure. It was 
called zahav sagur, literally, closed gold. One explanation of this 
name is that anyone who sold such gold would drive out of busi- 
ness others who sold regular gold, thereby forcing them to close 
their shops (Yoma 45a; see Rashi; Rashi on Menahot 26a). In his 
commentary to | Kings 7:49, the Ralbag explains that this expres- 
sion means refined gold. It was called closed gold because it was 
closed in a crucible with substances that removed its impurities. 


Depleted the gold of Solomon — mindy by jam typ: The version 
that reads: The gold of Solomon, instead of: The gold of Moses, 
as appears in some texts, is in accordance with the Gemara in 
Menahot 29b, as well as certain printed versions of the Gemara 
here. 


An incident involving the candelabrum of gold that Moses 
made in the desert, etc. - 12793 AWA Nwyw am Niwa Tey 
"131: The explanation of the Gemara accords with the version of 
the text here (see Dikdukei Sofrim). However, there are variant 
texts that read: There was an incident involving the candelabrum 
of the Temple that exceeded the weight of the candelabrum that 
Moses made in the desert. According to this version, the discus- 
sion of the Gemara proceeds as follows: The weight of the golden 


candelabrum in the Temple exceeded that of the candelabrum 
of Moses by one gold dinar. They repeatedly inserted it into the 
crucible to refine it, but the weight was not diminished at all. If the 
refinement of the gold in the crucible did not cause it to decrease 
in weight at all, how then was the gold of Solomon reduced to 
one-thousandth of its original weight? 


Gold for the Ark cover — mis amt: Rashi (Temura 23b) cites 
two explanations for the purpose of these funds. The first is that 
this horn was designated for gold intended for any of the Temple 
vessels. The second is that one who obligates himself to donate a 
sacred vessel to the Temple without specifying which one must 
bring a basin. The basins are referred to as keforei zahav (Ezra 1:10), 
similar to the term zahav lakapporet, the phrase written on the 
collection horn. Rashi prefers the second explanation, because, as 
consecrated funds for Temple maintenance were brought not to 
the Temple itself but directly to the treasurer, there was no need 
to designate a collection horn for them. Others explain that these 
funds were used for the gold cover for the Holy of Holies, which 
was called the house of the Ark cover, as it is stated elsewhere that 
leftover donations were used for this purpose (Josefot Yeshanim 
on Yoma 55b; Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 12:1; Me'iri; Rash Sirilio). 


BACKGROUND 
Crucible for gold - amt 15: 


Molten gold being poured from a crucible into a mold 
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NOTES = —WH——__—_—__- 
Pairs of birds and fledglings for burnt-offerings - rin pr? 


mhiy: The money placed in these horns was used for the pur- 


chase of offerings for the atonement of particular individuals. 
At the time of the actual sacrifice, the owner's identity was 
unknown to the priests performing the rite, since all the 
money was mixed together in the horn. However, this did 
not invalidate the offerings, as the priests who brought them 
intended that each bird would be used to fulfill the obligation 
of whoever placed money in the horn. The owners of these 
sacrifices relied upon the priests to bring the offerings at the 
soonest possible time. 


This midrash was taught by Jehoiada the High Priest - m 
bina ja y Pim wit wrt: The reference is to Jehoiada, the 
High Priest who reorganized the collection of funds for the 
Temple and its maintenance during the reign of King Jehoash. 

The early commentaries differ with regard to the basis of 
this midrash. Some commentaries explain that it is derived 
from an apparent contradiction between two verses: “The 
guilt-offering money and the sin-offering money was not 


brought into the House of the Lord; it was for the priests” 


(il Kings 12:17), and: “The priest who makes atonement with 
it, he shall have it” (Leviticus 7:7). Others explain that the 
verse “It is a guilt-offering; he is certainly guilty before the 


Lord” (Leviticus 5:19) is self-contradictory. “It is a guilt offering” 


(Leviticus 5:19) indicates that it is like any other guilt-offering, 
which is eaten by priests, whereas the phrase: “He is certainly 
guilty before the Lord” indicates that it is all for the Lord. The 
explanation is that this verse does not mean that the money 
intended for offerings goes to the priests; rather, the hides o 
he burnt-offerings, which come from the remainder of the 
money for the sin-offerings and the guilt-offerings, belong 
o the priests. 

The early commentaries also differ concerning the novelty 
in the teaching of Jehoiada the High Priest. Some claim tha 


will offering (Rashi on Zevahim 11b), while others contend tha 
he taught that the hide of this burnt-offering, like all others, 
goes to the priests (Ra‘avad). 


HALAKHA 
It is incumbent upon me to donate wood to the Temple, 
must donate no fewer than two logs - x Oxy by nI 
pruwa nina: One who donates wood to the Temple must 
give no fewer than two logs that are a cubit long and as wide 
as the tool used to level the se'a measure (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:13). 


It is incumbent upon me to donate frankincense - .. oy aa 
miD: One who donates frankincense to the Temple must 
give no less than a handful (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 16:13). 
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The horn labeled new shekels was designated for the half-shekel 
donation that was brought every year for the needs of that year. The 
horn labeled old shekels was for one who did not bring his half- 
shekel the previous year, who would contribute his shekel for the 
following year. 


The funds in the horn labeled pairs of birds are designated for the 
turtledoves used for bird-offerings, and the one labeled fledglings 
for burnt-offerings are used to purchase young pigeons as burnt- 
offerings. All of these, i.e., the funds in both horns, were used exclu- 
sively for voluntary burnt-offerings. This is the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda. 


And the Rabbis say: The funds in both the horn labeled pairs of birds 
and the horn labeled fledglings were for young pigeons and turtle- 
doves. The distinction between them is that the funds in the horn 
labeled pairs of birds were designated for the obligatory offerings of 
a zav, a zava, a woman after childbirth, and a leper. These offerings 
included a pair of birds, one brought for a sin-offering, and the 
other one brought for a burnt-offering. Conversely, the funds in the 
horn labeled fledglings for burnt-offerings were all used exclusively 
for voluntary burnt-offerings." 


One who says: It is incumbent upon me to donate wood to the 
Temple, must donate no fewer than two logs" for the arrangement 
on the altar. One who says: It is incumbent upon me to donate 
frankincense," must donate no less than a handful of frankincense, 
the amount brought with a meal-offering. One who says: It is incum- 
bent upon me to donate gold, must donate no less than a dinar of 


gold. 


It was stated that six horns were designated for communal free-will 
offerings. The mishna asks: With regard to the money designated for 
communal free-will offerings, what would they do with this money? 
The mishna answers that they used it to purchase animals for burnt- 
offerings, as the meat from these offerings was offered on the altar 
to God and the hides were given to the priests. 


This midrash was taught by Jehoiada the High Priest: There is an 
apparent contradiction between two verses. With regard to the guilt- 
offering, the verse states: “It is a guilt-offering; he is certainly guilty 
before the Lord” (Leviticus 5:19). This verse indicates that the guilt- 
offering goes to God, not the priests. However, a different verse states: 


“As is the sin-offering, so is the guilt-offering; there is one law for them; 


the priest who makes atonement with it, he shall have it” (Leviticus 
7:7). This verse indicates that the offering is designated for the priests 
alone. How can these two verses be reconciled? 


The mishna explains that this is the principle: Any funds that come 
due to a sin-offering or due to a guilt-offering, i.e., leftover coins 
designated for one of these offerings, they should be used for the 
purchase of animals for a voluntary burnt-offering, as the meat will 
be offered on the altar to God, and the hides will go to the priests. 
In this manner the two verses are found to be fulfilled, as it is both 
a guilt-offering to God as well as a guilt- offering to the priest. 


And this halakha also explains the verse that says: “The guilt-offering 
money and the sin- offering money was not brought into the House 
of the Lord; it was for the priests” (11 Kings 12:17). This verse is 
understood to refer to the hides given to the priests. 


GEMARA It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: 
There was no collection horn for pairs of birds in the Temple in Je- 
rusalem, due to the mixtures. The concern was that perhaps one of 
the women obligated to bring a pair of birds would die after putting 
her money in the horn. And if that happens, it would turn out that 
the funds for sin-offerings left to die are mixed with the rest of the 
money in the horn. When the owner of funds designated for a sin- 
offering passes away, the designated money must be destroyed. Since 
there is no way to distinguish between the coins, all the money is 
prohibited. 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty against this conclusion. But wasn’t 
it taught in a baraita that with regard to a woman who said: It 
is incumbent upon me to bring a pair of birds, that she brings 
the funds for the purchase of a pair of birds to the Temple and 
places them in the collection horn? 


And after she has ritually immersed for her purification and the 
sun has set, she may eat consecrated foods. And she need not 
be concerned that perhaps the priest was lazy" and neglected 
to sacrifice her offering, which would cause her to lack atone- 
ment and be prohibited from eating sacrificial food. And the 
priest need not be concerned that perhaps one of the women 
who placed funds in this horn has died, which would mean 
that the funds for sin-offerings left to die are mixed with the 
rest of the coins. Since this ruling is undisputed, it is evidently 
accepted by all the Sages, including Rabbi Yehuda. If so, how can 
it be claimed that Rabbi Yehuda said there were no horns for 
obligatory pairs of birds due to the concern that one of the 
women who placed money there had died? 


The Gemara answers: When we say this opinion of Rabbi Ye- 
huda, we are referring to a case where it is known that one of the 
women had died, which means that the funds she gave have the 
status of a sin-offering whose owner had certainly died. In this 
case the coins definitely cannot be used for an offering, and they 
invalidate the other coins with which they are mingled in the 
horn. To avoid this scenario, Rabbi Yehuda maintains that there 
was no horn for obligatory pairs of birds. 


The Gemara asks: But even if we say that there is a concern that 
the horn contains invalidated coins, the following remedy can 
be applied: Let us select four zuz," the value of one pair of birds 
(see Keritot 1:7), and declare that these are the invalidated coins, 
and throw them into the river so that they will be destroyed, 
and the remainder will be permitted. If so, even according to 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, there should be no problem with 
a horn for pairs of birds. 


The Gemara answers: This is not an effective solution according 

to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, because we generally say: Rab- 
bi Yehuda does not accept the principle of retroactive designa- 
tion. According to Rabbi Yehuda, a doubtful state of affairs 

cannot be clarified retroactively. Consequently, one cannot re- 
solve this problem by setting aside four zuz, and he maintains 

that there was no horn for obligatory pairs of birds. 


§ It was taught in the mishna that if one said: It is incumbent 
upon me to donate wood, he must donate no fewer than two logs. 
The Gemara addresses a similar case: Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Bun, said that Rabbi Ba bar Memel raised a dilemma: What is 
the ruling if one said: It is incumbent upon me to donate a log 
of wood?" Does he bring only one log? 


Rabbi Elazar said: The Mishna says so; i.e., a mishna provides 
a solution to our dilemma. We learned that the two logs added 
each day to the arrangement on the altar, before the daily morn- 
ing offering and before the daily afternoon offering, were not 
considered one offering, as this log was an offering to itself and 
that log was an offering to itself. Since each log was a separate 
offering, evidently one may donate even a single log. 


HALAKHA 


And she need not be concerned that perhaps the priest was 
lazy - byyn Naw nwwin myx: A woman after childbirth and 
a zava bring their funds to the Temple and place them in the 
horn specified for that purpose. After ritual immersion, she is 
permitted to eat consecrated food that evening, as she may 
assume that her purification offering was sacrificed (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:12). 


It is incumbent upon me to donate a log of wood — by bala 
yy: One who pledges wood to the Temple must bring a log one 
cubit in length. If he prefers, he may instead donate the value of 
this log (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:13). 


NOTES 


Let us select four zuz — tt AAI W132: The early commentaries 
ask: Even according to those who accept the principle of retro- 
active designation, this principle cannot be used to identify 
prohibited items in a mixture and thereby render the other 
articles permitted. Therefore, these commentaries explain that 
a horn can be designated for obligatory pairs of birds in the 
following manner: Everyone who inserts money into this horn 
should make a condition at the time of his donation that if his 
money is thrown into the river due to the death of someone who 
put money into the horn, the money he is now giving should 
belong to that person, and if he himself dies, the money that is 
thrown away should be his. This condition need not be formu- 
lated verbally (Tosefot Yom Tov). In this manner, all the money in 
the horn will belong to those who are alive, and will be fit for 
a sin-offering. Even so, this condition is effective only for those 
who accept the principle of retroactive designation, as it is the 
act of throwing the coins into the river that determines whose 
money was donated in the name of the dead from the outset. 
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LANGUAGE 
Scale [turtanei] — 29w: From the Greek tpvtavn, trutané, 
meaning a balance or a pair of scales. Here it refers to one rod 
hanging from another rod, as on a scale. 


Roman steelyard balance, a type of scale used since antiquity 


BACKGROUND 
The altar — nayan: 


1) Base of the altar 

2) Surrounding ledge 

3) Red line encircling the Temple altar at precisely half its height 
4) The arrangement, three cubits in height 

5) Corners 

6) Rim that served as a walkway for the priests 
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Where was this ruling taught? As we learned in a mishna there, 
with regard to the order of the daily afternoon offering: Two 
priests ascended to the altar, and in their hands were two logs of 
wood for the arrangement, each holding one log in his hand. This 
statement indicates that each log was a separate offering, as each 
was held by a different priest. 


The Gemara asks: From where is it derived that even an individu- 
al can pledge wood for the arrangement? From the verse: “And 
when any one brings a meal-offering to the Lord” (Leviticus 2:1). 
The word offering comes to include the wood, which is also re- 
ferred to as an offering in the verse: “And we cast lots, the priests, 
the Levites, and the people, for the wood-offering” (Nehemiah 
10:35). Furthermore, the phrase “any one” teaches that even an 
individual can pledge wood. 


As the Gemara is discussing the donation of logs for the arrange- 
ment, it mentions their measurements. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 
said: The thickness of this wood was a cubit of the expanded 
cubits, and their length was measured by the shortened cubits. 
Rabbi Honisaid in the name of Rabbi Ammi: The measurement 
of their thickness was as on a scale [turtanei],' i.e., it was exactly 
one cubit. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak explained why a shortened cubit 
was used for the measurement of the wood and said: As the area 
of the arrangement on the bronze altar built by Moses was only 
one cubit by one cubit," therefore, the length of the log was only 
a shortened cubit, as it would otherwise protrude from the ar- 
rangement. And it was likewise taught in a baraita: The breadth 
of the base of the altar’ made by Moses was a cubit, the surround- 
ing ledge was a cubit," the rim a cubit, the corners a cubit, and 
the breadth of the place of the arrangement was likewise a cubit. 


§ It was taught in the mishna that if one pledges frankincense 
without specifying an amount, he must donate no less than a 
handful. The Gemara cites the verbal analogy that is the source 
for this halakha. It is stated here: “And you shall put pure frank- 
incense with each row, that it may be to the bread for a memorial- 
part” (Leviticus 24:7). And it is stated there, with regard to the 
meal-offering of a sinner: “And the priest shall take his handful of 
it as its memorial-part” (Leviticus 5:12). 


NOTES 


As the area of the arrangement was only one cubit by 
one cubit — max by TAX KYN TWAT Dipa moa xdw 999: 
The Sages derived this from the verse:’And Aaron's sons, the 
priests, shall lay the pieces, and the head, and the suet, in 
order upon the wood that is on the fire which is upon the 
altar” (Leviticus 1:8). The Sages learned from the seemingly 


superfluous words “Which is upon the altar” that the wood 


must be placed on the altar without protruding. Therefore, 


the logs must be slightly less than a cubit long (Korban 
HaEida; Tiklin Hadatin; Penei Zaken). 

The Rambam states that the measurement of one cubit by 
one cubit was established for all generations. Although the 
size of the arrangement later increased, and in the Second 
Temple its area was twenty-four by twenty-four cubits, the 
measure for the size of the wood remained one cubit by one 
cubit (Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe'ah 7:3). 


The base was a cubit, the surrounding ledge was a cubit, 


etc. — 13) 230 max FID max: The altar was built such that 
it was widest at its base and indented a cubit at intervals, 
creating at the indentation a cubit-wide ledge. What is called 
the base of the altar was the altar up to the height of one 
cubit, which appeared as a cubit-wide protrusion below the 
rest of the altar that rose above it. This ledge did not extend 
around the entire altar, but only on its northern and western 
sides, plus one additional cubit both at the northernmost 
point of the eastern side and at the westernmost point of 
the southern side (see Zevahim 53b). 

At the height of six cubits, the altar was indented a cubit 
width all around, creating the surrounding ledge. According 
to most opinions, the rim of the altar was the cubit-wide strip 
around the outer edge of the top of the altar. It served as a 
walkway for the priests. However, see Zevahim 62a, where an 
opinion is cited that identifies the rim with the surrounding 
ledge. The corners refers to the four corners of the altar where 
an area of one square cubit was elevated one cubit. 
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The Gemara interprets the verbal analogy: Just as the term “memorial- 
part” that is stated below must be a handful, so too, the term 


“memorial-part” that is stated here, with regard to the frankincense 


brought with the shewbread, must be a handful. This shows that when 
an unspecified amount of frankincense is pledged as an independent 
free-will offering, the obligation is to bring a handful. 


The Gemara asks: If so, one can derive the opposite conclusion from 
the same verbal analogy: Just as the memorial-part that is stated 
below, by the shewbread, must be two handfuls, one for each arrange- 
ment of bread, so too the term memorial-part stated here, with regard 
to the free-will offering of frankincense, should be a measure of two 


handfuls. 


Rabbi Ila said in response: Didn’t we derive the measurement of 
a handful of frankincense only from the meal-offering of a sinner? 
Just as there, in the case of the meal-offering of sinner, an incomplete 
handful is invalid, so too, here, with regard to frankincense of the 
shewbread, an incomplete handful should be invalid. It is possible 
to invalidate the frankincense of the shewbread only if each handful 
is considered an independent mitzva. If the two handfuls together 
were considered one mitzva, they would remain valid even if one of 
them were incomplete, as they contain a total amount greater than a 
handful. This proves that each handful is an independent mitzva, which 
means that ifone of them is incomplete, the second does not complete 
it and it is invalidated. From here it can be inferred that every measure- 
ment of the frankincense, including a free-will offering of frankincense, 
requires a handful. 


Rabbi Yosei said: From the statement of Rabbi Ila, that the measure- 
ment ofa handful of frankincense for a free-will offering is derived from 

the handful that came with the shewbread, which is measured accord- 
ing to the handful of the largest of the priests, it can be said that one 

who donates incense brings it according to the measure of the hand- 
ful of a priest who has the largest hands," not the handful of the one 

who brings it. Rabbi Hizkiya said in the name of Rabbi Yirmeya: One 

who donates incense can approximate the handful of any priest, and 

even use the handful of the owners. 


The mishna taught that one who pledges gold without specifying the 
amount must donate no less than a dinar of gold. Rabbi Elazar said: 
And this is the case ifhe mentioned a form" by saying: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring a gold coin. However, if he did not mention a form, 
but merely said: It is incumbent upon me to bring gold, he may bring 
even a small hook of any size. 


The mishna states that there were six collection horns for communal 
free-will offerings, in which the remainder of the funds for sin- 
offerings and burnt-offerings were placed, for the purchase of free- 
will offerings. Hizkiya said: There six horns correspond to the six 
extended patrilineal families® of priests who served each week in the 
Temple. There was one collection horn for each family, to prevent 
quarrels among the priests. 


Bar Pedaya said: The six horns correspond to the six types of animals 
from which burnt-offerings can be brought: Bulls, calves, goats, rams, 
kids, and lambs. Each collection horn was for the funds designated for 
a particular type of animal. Shmuel said: They correspond to the six 
obligatory offerings whose leftover funds were used for the purchase 
of burnt-offerings: (1) Pairs of birds offered in the purification ritual 
of a zav, pairs of birds of a zava; (2) pairs of birds of a woman after 
childbirth; (3) sin-offerings; (4) guilt-offerings; (5) meal-offerings 
of a sinner; and (6) the tenth part of an ephah brought each day by 
the High Priest as a meal-offering. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: Since the free-will offerings are plentiful, i.e., 
much money was donated for this purpose, there was a concern that if 
too many coins were placed in one horn, only the uppermost coins 
would be taken and the bottom ones would deteriorate. Therefore they 
instituted many horns, so that each horn contained fewer coins and 
the funds would be preserved properly. 


NOTES 


Of a priest who has the largest hands — by iapa 
bina jm: The reason for this is that the service of the 
shewbread, including the taking of the handful of 
frankincense and offering it upon the altar, was di- 
vided among the priests by means of a lottery. Since 
the priest with the largest hands could be appointed 
to perform this task, the frankincense must be brought 
in this measure. 


HALAKHA 


And this is the case if he mentioned a form — xm 
TPY Var: If one says: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring silver, or: It is incumbent upon me to bring gold, 
without mentioning the word coin, he is obligated to 
bring silver or gold as follows: He adds to the mea- 
sure until he can definitively state: | did not intend to 
bring that much. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Elazar (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Arakhin VaHaramim 2:10). 


BACKGROUND 

Six patrilineal families - niay na ww: Even be- 
ore the construction of the Temple was completed, 
here were already more priests than necessary to 
perform the sacred service. Therefore, King David and 
he prophet Samuel established priestly watches (see 
Chronicles 24). The priests were grouped into twenty- 
our watches, each of which served in the Temple for 
one week twice a year. It was only during the pilgrim 
Festivals, when the entire nation ascended to Jerusa- 
em, that all of the priests came to the Temple. During 
he Second Temple period, the watches were divided 
afresh; however, the basic divisions remained intact. 
Each watch was divided into six families, correspond- 
ing to the days of the week, so that all of the members 
of the watch served one day. The changing of the 
watch took place each Shabbat. 
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The Gemara discusses the midrash of Jehoiada the High Priest 
mentioned in the mishna. It is written: “And when they had made 
an end, they brought the rest of the money before the king and 
Jehoiada, from which they made vessels for the house of the Lord, 
even vessels used in the Temple service” (11 Chronicles 24:14). In 
explanation of this verse, Rabbi Shimon bar Nahman said in the 
name of Rabbi Yohanan: Jehoiada made two chests for two 
different types of voluntary donations, one for maintaining the 
Temple and the other for free-will offerings. 


A dissenting opinion was taught in a baraita of the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael: Jehoiada prepared a single chest for one free- 
will offering, as it is written: “So the king commanded, and they 
made a chest” (11 Chronicles 24:8). The verse specifically states 
that Jehoiada made only one chest. This is the same chest men- 
tioned elsewhere: And he placed it in the Sanctuary of the House 
of God, “and he bored a hole in its lid” (11 Kings 12:10). 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written: “So the king commanded, 
and they made a chest, and set it without, at the gate of the 
House of the Lord” (11 Chronicles 24:8)? This indicates that that 
there was an additional chest that was placed outside the Temple. 


Rav Huna said: There was only one chest, which was originally 
located inside the Temple by Jehoiada’s command. Afterward, 
however, he instructed that it should be placed outside the Temple 
because of those people who were ritually impure by contact with 
a corpse or a dead creeping animal. These people were unable to 
enter the Temple to insert their money for free-will offerings. 


Rabbi Hanina said in the name of Rabbi Yosef: There were two 

free-will offerings in the Temple, as it is written: “But there were 

not made for the House of the Lord cups of silver, snuffers, 
basins, trumpets, any vessels of gold, or vessels of silver, of the 

money that was brought into the House of the Lord; for they gave 

that to them who did the work, and repaired with it the House of 
the Lord” (11 Kings 12:14). These were for the repairs of the Temple, 
not for making sacred serving vessels. Conversely, the verses 

in 11 Chronicles discuss the construction of the vessels, as it is 

written: “From which they made vessels for the House of the Lord” 
(11 Chronicles 24:14). As this verse refers to a different chest and 

a separate free-will offering, it shows that there were in fact two 

chests. 
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This chapter elaborated on certain set quantities connected to some of the permanent 
features of the Temple. One recurring figure is that of the number thirteen, as that 
is the number of collection baskets, obligatory bowings, tables, and gates, at least 
according to some opinions. Another prominent number is ten, as there were ten 
additional tables and candelabras in the First Temple, some of which were found 
in the Second Temple as well. The chapter also addressed in detail the minimum 
amounts of the various donations to the Temple, as one must provide gifts of a 
respectable size. To this end, several minimum sizes are provided for donations of 
gold and silver, and even of logs. 


However, the two main topics of the Gemara of this chapter are only peripherally 
addressed by the Mishna. One is the Ark of the Covenant, as the Gemara discusses 
its fate, whether it was exiled to Babylonia with the other Temple vessels or seques- 
tered; and if it was sequestered, where it was buried. Likewise, the Gemara analyzed 
in detail the contents of the Ark, and what objects were either placed in it or attached 
to its side, in accordance with the various opinions. 


The other main topic of this chapter, which is also discussed at some length, likewise 
belongs to the realm of aggada. It concerns the prophecy of the water that will emerge 
from the Holy of Holies and flow at least as far as the Dead Sea, changing the nature 
of the entire region. In addition to these central matters, this chapter naturally ad- 
dressed other minor issues as well. 


Summary of 
Perek VI 
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This chapter deals primarily with found items whose precise halakhic status is not 
known. It addresses what must be done with money that was found among the collec- 
tion horns in the Temple, when it is not clear to which category it belongs. Likewise, 
there is a discussion of money that was found in the city of Jerusalem, where there 
is a reasonable possibility that it had been set aside for the purchase of sacrifices 
and thus consecrated. So too with regard to animals that were found in proximity 
to Jerusalem, as there is a reasonable possibility that they had been designated as 
sacrifices and subsequently strayed or ran away. The found animals are assumed to 
have been consecrated, and the question arises what to do with them, when it is 
not evident to what category of consecrated animals they belong. The clarification 
of these questions in the realm of consecrated items leads to a discussion of several 
matters relating to found objects in general, especially the question how one is to 
know whether a found food item is permitted or forbidden to be eaten. 


The end of the chapter deals with an issue that is only slightly connected to the previ- 
ous halakhot, namely, the ordinances that were instituted by the court with regard to 
a situation where certain elements ofa sacrifice, e.g., the associated libations or meal- 
offerings, are missing. In some cases the missing elements are filled in with money 
taken from the Temple treasury. There is also a more detailed discussion concerning 
the wafer-offering brought by the High Priest, that goes beyond the issue of when 
the meal-offering is purchased with public funds, and addresses the specifics about 
how this meal-offering was prepared. 


Introduction to 
Perek VII 
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If money was found between the shekels and the free-will 
offerings — maw popwn pasya niy: If money was found 
in the Temple treasury between the horn marked shekels and the 
horn marked free-will offerings, closer to the horn marked shekels, 
it is allocated to the shekels. If it was found closer to the horn 
marked free-will offerings, it is allocated to free-will offerings. If it 
was found equidistant from both, it is allocated to free-will offer- 
ings. The same halakha applies to any money found between the 
various horns located in the Temple treasury, i.e. it is allocated to 
the closest horn. If it was found equidistant from the horn marked 
wood and the horn marked frankincense, it is allocated to frank- 
incense; between the horn marked pairs of bird-offerings and the 


HALAKHA 1» MISHNA Ifmoneywas found on the floor of 
the Temple between one of the collection horns marked shekels and 

the collection horn marked free-will offerings," that is to say, between 

the first and the thirteenth collection horns, in which funds contrib- 
uted to the Temple were stored, the following distinctions apply: If the 

money was found closer to the horn marked shekels, it is allocated to 

the shekels;" if it was found closer to the horn marked free-will offer- 
ings, itis allocated to free-will offerings; and ifit was equidistant from 

the horn marked shekels and the horn marked free-will offerings, it is 

allocated to free-will offerings. 


If the money was found between the horn marked wood and the horn 
marked frankincense, that is, between the fifth and sixth horns, if it was 
closer to the horn marked wood, it is allocated to wood; if it was 
closer to the horn marked frankincense, it is allocated to frankin- 
cense; and if it was found equidistant from both, it is allocated to 
frankincense. 


If the money was found between the horn marked pairs of bird-offer- 
ings and the horn marked doves for burnt-offerings, i.e., between the 
third and the fourth horns, if it is closer to the horn marked pairs of 
bird- offerings, it is allocated to pairs of bird-offerings; if it was found 
closer to the horn marked doves for burnt-offerings, it is allocated to 
doves for burnt-offerings; and if it was found equidistant from both, 
it is allocated to doves for burnt-offerings. 


And similarly, if money was found anywhere else between a container 
for ordinary, non-sacred money and one containing second-tithe’ 
money," the following distinctions apply: If the money was found 
closer to the non-sacred money, it is allocated to the non-sacred 
money; if it was found closer to second-tithe money, it is allocated to 
second-tithe money; and if it was found equidistant from both, it is 
allocated to second-tithe money. This is the principle: In cases of 
doubt, the ruling follows whichever is closer, even if this involves be- 
ing lenient, but if the money was found equidistant from both, the 
ruling follows whichever allocation involves being stringent. 


GEMARA The mishna taught the halakha governing the case where 
money was found between the horn marked shekels and a horn marked 
free-will offerings. The Gemara asks: Addressing this case was not 
necessary, as these horns were not adjacent to one another; the one 
marked shekels was the first horn and the last six were marked free-will 
offerings. Why should it be presumed that money found in the middle 
belongs to one or the other and not to one of the horns in between? 
Rather [dela], the mishna should have addressed the case where 
money was found between the horn marked old shekels and the horn 
marked pairs of bird-offerings, as they are adjacent to one another. 


Rabbi Avun said in the name of Rabbi Pinehas: The contribution 
horns in the Temple were arranged like a circle [bukhliyar].' The 
horns did not stand in a straight row, but rather in a circle, such that the 
horn marked new shekels and the horn marked free-will offerings were 
adjacent to one another from the other side. 


HALAKHA 


horn marked doves for burnt-offerings, it is allocated to doves for 
burnt-offerings. This is the principle: In all cases, the money is al- 
located to the closest horn, and if it was found equidistant from two 
horns, it is allocated to the horn which leads to greater stringency. 
This ruling follows the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 314-15). 


Between non-sacred money and second-tithe money — pan pa 
no wyd: If money was found between a container for non-sacred 
money and one containing second-tithe money, it is allocated to 
whichever is closer. If it was found equidistant from both, one must 
be stringent and treat it like second-tithe money (Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 6:12). 


NOTES 


It is allocated to the shekels — aopwh bp»: The 
halakha recorded in the mishna that money found 
is allocated to the closest horn addresses only a situ- 
ation in which the same number of coins is found in 
each of the horns. If, however, one of the horns has 
more coins than the other, the money is allocated to 
the horn with the greater number of coins, even if 
it was closer to a different horn. The Sages conclud 
elsewhere (see Bava Batra 23b) that the princip 
that uncertainty is resolved by following the majori 
trumps the principle articulated here that it shou 
be resolved based on proximity. 

The other cases in the mishna that rely on proxim- 
ity to resolve the uncertainty should also be under- 
stood in this light (Rosh; Talmid HaRashbash;, Rabbi 
Ovadya Bartenura). Some, however, argue that since 
the number of coins in each horn does not remain 
fixed over the course of the day and the situation 
can change at any time, the majority is unstable. In 
such a case, the principle that the majority trumps 
proximity in resolving uncertainties does not apply 
and the cases in the mishna are resolved as it says, 
based upon proximity (Talmid HaRashbash; see also 
Tiferet Yisrael). 


ax O om 


Second tithe - 3% wya: The second tithe was one- 
tenth of the produce that remained after teruma had 
been given to the priests and the first tithe had been 
given to the Levites. The second tithe was separated 
during the first, second, fourth, and fifth years of 
he Sabbatical cycle. After the second tithe was set 
aside, it was brought to Jerusalem to be consumed 
here by its owner. If the journey to Jerusalem was 
00 long, so that it would be difficult to carry the 
entire amount of second tithe there, or if the produce 
became ritually impure, it could be redeemed for an 
equivalent sum of money. If the owner redeemed 
his own produce he had to add one-fifth of its value. 
This redemption money was brought to Jerusalem, 
where it could be spent only to purchase food. 


LANGUAGE 


Rather [dela] — Kbt: An abbreviated form of da ela. 
The expression here, lo hutzrekha dela, is similar to 
the common expression in the Babylonian Talmud, 
lo nitzrekha ela: \t was only necessary. . .rather. 


Circle [bukhliyar] - semana: The correct pronunci- 
ation appears to be kukhliyar, derived from the Greek 
Kox\taptov, kokhliarion, spoon, made in the shape 
of a shell, a cochlea, or in a spiral. 


Twisted snail shells, known in Latin as cochlea 
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HALAKHA 


If someone set aside his shekel and died - bpw wp 
Max: If someone set aside his shekel and then died, the 
shekel is allocated to free-will offerings, in accordance with 
the ruling in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 3:12). 


His one-tenth of an ephah - bw mgg Mpwy: Any extra 
meal left over from the tenth of the ephah of the High 
Priest's griddle-cake offering must be left to rot, in accord- 
ance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 5:8). 


Whoever supplies the pairs of birds, he also supplies 
extra birds to replace those that are disqualified - papan 
nioan DIX PIDA NIT PYP Ny: If one who was appointed 
to supply the birds needed for bird- offerings sold someone 
a bird that was disqualified or became so before it was 
sacrificed, he must provide another in its place (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:9). 


NOTES 


Is a sin-offering brought as a burnt-offering - nxen w% 
mip may: The Gemara did not ask the corresponding 
question with regard to the earlier ruling, i.e., that if the 
money was found closer to the horn marked doves for 
burnt-offerings than to the horn marked pairs of bird- 
offerings, would it be allocated to doves for burnt-offerings? 
Yet a corresponding difficulty does exist: As every pair of 
bird offerings includes a sin-offering, there is a chance that 
money that was meant for a sin-offering would be used to 
buy a burnt-offering. Why is this not a concern? 

The explanation lies in the distinction between the reso- 
ution based on proximity and the merely procedural reso- 
ution of allocating the money to the more stringent use in 
he case of equidistance. In cases where the uncertainty is 
resolved based on proximity, the resolution is determinate 
and the halakha regards it as a certainty. In contrast, in the 
case where the money is equidistant from two different 
horns, the resolution is merely procedural and the Gemara’s 
objection makes sense. It is then reasonable to ask about 
he possibility that the money fell from the other horn, i.e., 
rom that marked pairs of bird-offerings, and if so, how can 
a sin-offering be brought as a burnt-offering (Penei Zaken). 

This explanation applies as well to the Gemara’s ques- 
ion below, with regard to a woman who needs to sacrifice 
both a sin-offering and a burnt-offering: How does this 
woman achieve atonement? That question is raised only if 
he money was found equidistant from the horn marked 
pairs of bird-offerings and the horn marked doves for burnt- 
offerings, and is allocated to doves for burnt-offerings. Since 
he money was equidistant from both horns, the uncer- 
ainty remains. However, were the money found closer to 
one rather than the other, the resolution is determinate and 
here is no longer any uncertainty; every offering that was 
required is presumed to have been brought (Rosh; Jalmid 
HaRashbash; Tiklin Hadatin). 
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The mishna teaches that if money was found equidistant from the 
horn marked shekels and the horn marked free-will offerings, it is 
allocated to free-will offerings. The Gemara asks: The mishna 
should not have said that the money is allocated to free-will offerings. 
Rather, it should have said that when money is found equidistant 
from both, it is allocated to shekels. For the halakha governing the 
money in the horn marked shekels is more stringent, as the regular 
communal offerings are bought with that money, whereas the mon- 
eyin the horn marked free-will offerings is used only to buy offerings 
for those times when there are no regular offerings being sacrificed. 


The Gemara answers: Some wish to say that the halakha governing 
the money in the horn marked shekels is less stringent because per- 
haps the money allocated would not be used for the purchase of 
offerings, and consequently it would be allocated to the remainders 
of the chamber funds, i.e., those left over after the public offerings 
have been bought with the half-shekels collected in the chamber. 
Such money would be used for repairing the walls and towers of 
Jerusalem, and not for offerings. It is consequently preferable that 
the money be allocated to free-will offerings, and therefore be used 
for offerings. 


And some wish to say that money that is found equidistant from 
both is treated like money that has no owner, i.e., like money that 
was set aside by someone who subsequently died, and the Sages said 
that such money is allocated to free-will offerings. As Rabbi Yesa 
said: While I was there in Babylonia, I heard the voice of Rav 
Yehuda who asked Shmuel the following question: If someone set 
aside his shekel and subsequently died," what is to be done with the 
money? Shmuel said to him: It is allocated to free-will offerings. 


The Gemara now asks a similar question: The High Priest could set 
aside money to be used for the purchase of his daily griddle-cake 
offering made from one-tenth of an ephah" of flour, half in the morn- 
ing and half in the evening. If he died before the flour had been 
bought, what is to be done with the money? Rabbi Yohanan said: 
The money must be cast into the Dead Sea, i.e., so that it is destroyed. 
Rabbi Elazar disagreed and said: The money is allocated to free- 
will offerings. 


The mishna taught that if the money was found equidistant from 
the horn marked pairs of bird-offerings, i.e., one burnt-offering and 
one sin-offering, and the horn marked doves for burnt-offerings, it is 
allocated to doves for burnt-offerings. And this is difficult: Is a sin- 
offering brought as a burnt-offering?" Surely it is possible that 
the money fell from the horn marked pairs of bird-offerings, and is 
therefore partially designated for the purchase of sin-offerings. 


Hizkiya said in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish: A condi- 
tion of the court stipulates with regard to the remainder of the 
money originally consecrated for sin-offerings that it is brought as 
burnt-offerings. Even if the one who consecrated the money did not 
state such a condition explicitly, he is regarded as having done so, as 
it is presumed that the money was consecrated in accordance with 
the court’s stipulation. 


The Gemara asks: If so, with what does this woman, who had placed 
the money for her offering in the horn marked pairs of bird-offerings, 
achieve atonement? A woman who had given birth or is a zava must 
bring a pair of bird-offerings, one as a burnt-offering and the other 
as a sin-offering, as part of her purification process. If that money has 
been allocated to doves for burnt-offerings, she has not completed 
the process. 


Rabbi Yitzhak said: A condition of the court stipulates: Whoever 
supplies the Temple with the pairs of birds, he also supplies extra 
birds to replace those birds that are disqualified." If one of the birds 
is disqualified or missing, he provides another bird in its place, and 
so in any event the woman will have brought both a burnt-offering 
and a sin-offering. 
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The mishna did not consider all the possible places that money 
could be found between different horns, and so the Gemara asks: 
Shouldn’t the mishna also discuss additional cases, like where the 

money was found between the fourth and fifth horns, i.e., between 

the horn marked incense and the horn marked wood, or between 

the sixth and seventh horns, i.e., between the horn marked frank- 
incense and the horn marked gold for the Ark cover? 


The Gemara answers: In fact, this mishna addresses these cases as 
well, as it teaches at its end: This is the principle: In cases of doubt, 
the ruling follows whichever is closer, even if this involves being 
lenient; but if the money was found equidistant from both, the 
ruling follows whichever attribution involves being stringent. 


HALAKHA 2 + MISHNA This mishna considers other 
situations in which something is found and its source is unknown. 
Money found before animal merchants in Jerusalem is always 
presumed to be second-tithe money." The presumption is based 
on the fact that in Jerusalem, most of the animals are bought with 
second-tithe money and sacrificed as peace-offerings. 


and money found on the Temple Mount is presumed to be non- 
sacred money. And with regard to money found in the rest of Jeru- 
salem, the following distinction applies: Ifit was found during the 
rest of the days of the year, it is presumed to be non-sacred money, 
but if it was found during the time of a pilgrim Festival, it is all 
presumed to be second-tithe money, because most of the money 
found in Jerusalem at the time of a Festival is second-tithe money. 


The mishna continues: With regard to meat that was found in the 
Temple courtyard," and it is not known from whence it came, the 
halakha is as follows: If it is whole limbs of the animal, in the man- 
ner that burnt-offerings are brought to the altar, it is presumed to 
be burnt-offerings. And if it is in small pieces, it is presumed to be 
sin-offerings. And if the meat, in whatever form, is found in the city 
of Jerusalem, as opposed to the courtyard, it is presumed to be the 
meat of peace-offerings, as most of the meat in Jerusalem is the 
meat of peace-offerings. Since it is possible that the time during 
which it is permitted to eat any of it has already passed, both this 
and that, whether it is determined to be the meat of burnt-offerings 
or the meat of peace-offerings, its form must be allowed to decay," 
i.e., it must be left until it is definitely disqualified, and then it must 
be taken out to the place of burning, where offerings that have 
become disqualified are burned. 


With regard to meat found in the outlying areas, outside of Jerusa- 
lem, if it is in the form of whole limbs, the meat presumably comes 

from carcasses of animals that were not properly slaughtered, for 
meat unfit for eating was generally cut up into full limbs, to be fed 

to dogs or sold to gentiles. But ifit is in small pieces, it is presumably 
kosher and permitted to be eaten, as kosher meat was ordinarily cut 
up into small pieces. 


HALAKHA 


Money found before animal merchants is always second-tithe 
money — wy obiyd mana “ip 259 ymw niyn: If money 
was found in Jerusalem when the Temple was standing, i in front 
of a place where sacrificial animals are sold, it is presumed to 
be second-tithe money and must be treated accordingly. If it 
was found on the Temple Mount, it is presumed to be ordinary, 
non-sacred money. Anywhere else in Jerusalem, if the money 
was found on one of the Festivals, it is presumed to be second- 
tithe money. At any other time of the year it is presumed to be 
non-sacred money. Since the streets of Jerusalem are swept 
every day, the money that was found must have been lost that 
day (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 6:9-10). 


Meat that was found in the Temple courtyard - xyia3w Wa 
Mua: With regard to meat found in the Temple courtyard, if it 
was in the form of whole limbs it is presumably the meat of a 
burnt-offering; if it was cut up into small pieces it is presumably 
the meat of a sin-offering. If the meat was found elsewhere in the 


city of Jerusalem, it is presumably the meat of a peace-offering. 
Such meat must be left over past the time permitted for its con- 
sumption and then taken out to the place of burning, as per the 
ruling in the mishna. 

Since none of this meat is actually sacrificed, the determina- 
tion that it belongs to a burnt-offering, a sin-offering, or a peace- 
offering is relevant only with regard to liability for misuse of con- 
secrated articles. If the meat was found in Jerusalem, since it is 
presumed to be the meat of a peace-offering, whose consump- 
tion is permitted to non-priests, one who eats it transgresses but 
is not liable for misuse of consecrated articles. Similarly, if it was 
found in the Temple courtyard cut up into small pieces, since it is 
presumed to be the meat of a sin-offering, and a sin-offering may 
be eaten by priests, there is no liability for misuse of consecrated 
articles. But if it was found cut up in limbs, since it is presumed 
to be the meat of a burnt-offering, and a burnt-offering may 
not be eaten, one who eats it is liable for misuse of consecrated 
articles (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:4). 


NOTES 


Money found before animal merchants is always pre- 
sumed to be second-tithe money — nab xy niya 
wyna ddiyd mana snip: The Gemara (Pesahim 7a; see 
Rashi there) explains as follows: If money was found in 
he market where animals were sold in Jerusalem, it was 
presumed to be second-tithe money, because most of 
he animals bought in Jerusalem were purchased with 
second-tithe money. This was true both on the Festivals 
and throughout the year, as any second-tithe money 
hat was not spent on the Festivals was left in Jerusalem, 
where most of it was used to purchase peace-offerings. 
If, however, the money was found on the Temple 
ount, it was presumed to be non-sacred money, even 
on a Festival. When one entered the Temple Mount, he 
had presumably already purchased whatever he would 
need for his Temple service. Some commentaries explain 
hat money found on the Temple Mount was presumed 
o be non-sacred money because one must not enter the 
Temple Mount with money. Therefore, money found there 
was assumed to have belonged to the Temple treasury 
and was used for the purchase of sacred objects, in the 
process of which the money lost its consecrated status 
(Ra’avad; Me'iri; Pesahim 7a). 
With regard to money found elsewhere in Jerusalem, if 
it was on a Festival, when the city was filled with pilgrims 
who had brought their second-tithe money with them, 
the money was presumed to be second-tithe money. 
Throughout the year, however, it was presumed to be 
non-sacred money, as most of the money in Jerusalem 
was non-sacred. Since the streets of Jerusalem were 
swept every day, and any money that had been lost by 
the pilgrims would have been found by the sweepers, it 
may be supposed that any money found was lost that day. 


Its form must be allowed to decay — invay Tain: In 
Mishna tractate Pesahim (7:9), the Rambam glosses this 
phrase as ta‘avor tzurato; that is, the meat should be left 
until its form has changed by its becoming spoiled. After 
the meat has been left past the time it is permitted to eat 
it, it is referred to as being left over, and is disqualified 
and must be burned (see Rash and Rabbeinu Hananel 
on Pesahim 34a). Some Mishna commentaries indicate 
that decay of form actually means leaving it past the time 
permitted for consumption, so that it is no longer fit for 
its intended purpose. This is apparently based on the Ge- 
mara in tractate Menahot 46b, and so too it would appear 
from the Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna, tractate 
Zevahim 34a. Most sacrificial meat becomes left over the 
following morning, but when the meat comes from a 
peace-offering, it is considered left over only once a night 
and a day have passed subsequent to the day on which 
the offering was sacrificed. Only then may it be burned. 
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NOTES 


Talmud (Pesahim 34a), the amora’im disagree about the nature 
of the disqualification stemming from diverting one’s atten- 
tion from a sacred object. According to Rabbi Yohanan, this 
is a disqualification of impurity, i.e., there is a concern that 
perhaps the object contracted ritual impurity without anyone 
knowing, and the disqualification is based on this uncertainty. 
According to Reish Lakish, it is an intrinsic disqualification, 
i.e owing to a special stringency applying to consecrated 
objects, diversion of attention in itself disqualifies the object. 
In practice, both agree that if the object was sacrificial meat 
it must be burned. The difference between them is that ac- 
cording to Rabbi Yohanan, since the disqualification is based 
on an uncertainty, the meat is burned only after its form has 
decayed, whereas according to Reish Lakish, it can be burned 
immediately, even before its form has decayed. 

Rabbi Hoshaya, who was Rabbi Yohanan’s teacher (Mishnat 
Eliyahu), agrees with him that diversion of attention is only 
a disqualification of impurity, and therefore the meat mus 
undergo decay of form before it can be burned. 


Decay of form — A¥ Wary: Rashi explains (see Pesahim 73b 
that decay of form means that the meat of the offering is 
left overnight past its normal time limit, at which point i 
acquires the status of leftover sacrificial meat and should be 
burned. Rabbeinu Hananel and the Rambam appear to have 
understood the phrase literally: The disqualified meat is left 
until it rots or decays and no longer looks like regular meat. 
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And if meat is found at the time of a Festival, when meat is 
plentiful, so that it is generally not cut up into small pieces, then 
even whole limbs are permitted to be eaten. 


GEMARA The mishna teaches that money found on the 

Temple Mount is presumed to be non-sacred money. The Ge- 
mara asks: Shouldn’t the mishna have said that the money found 

on the Temple Mount is treated as consecrated money? Most of 
the money on the Temple Mount is consecrated money, and even 

if it were not, one ought to be stringent and regard any found 

money as such. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Ba said that Rabbi Hiyya said in the 
name of Rabbi Yohanan: There is a presumption that the priest 
who is in charge does not remove money from the chamber 
until he desacralizes it by transferring its consecrated status onto 
the animals that he purchases for offerings. Therefore, any money 
that is found on the Temple Mount is presumably non-sacred 
money. 


The mishna teaches that meat found in the rest of the city of 
Jerusalem, cut into whole limbs or small pieces, is presumably 
from a peace-offering. However, it may not be eaten and its form 
must be allowed to decay, after which it is burned. The Gemara 
now cites what Rabbi Elazar said in the name of Rabbi Hoshaya 
and a proof for his opinion from the mishna: If one diverted his 
attention’ from sacrificial meat such that it was not protected 
from ritual impurity, even though the meat is disqualified, it is not 
burned immediately. Rather, it must be left over past the time 
permitted for its consumption in order that its form decays." 


Rabbi Hoshaya said: The mishna says like that with regard to 
meat that was found in Jerusalem, i.e., that its form must first be 
allowed to decay and then it is taken out to the place of burning. 
As the meat was lost, clearly its owner’s attention was diverted 
from it, and the meat became disqualified. The mishna rules that 
nevertheless it must be kept left over before it is burned, therefore 
supporting Rabbi Hoshaya’s ruling that meat from which one’s 
attention was diverted is not burned immediately but must be left 
over. The disqualification stems from the uncertainty whether the 
meat became impure, and the meat cannot be burned until its 
disqualification is certain. 


Rabbi Yosei said: The halakha of the mishna is indeed correct, 
but not for this reason. With regard to the meat that one found in 

Jerusalem, the reason you may not eat it is that perhaps its form 

had already decayed. Perhaps before it was found the time permit- 
ted for eating it had already elapsed. Therefore, one must say that 

its form must be allowed to decay, lest the allotted time has not 

elapsed, and only then is it taken out to the place of burning. The 

requirement that its form decay has nothing to do with the fact 

that the meat might have become impure. Since the meat was lost 

in Jerusalem, which is a public domain, it cannot become dis- 
qualified because of doubtful ritual impurity, as the principle is 

that any doubt about ritual impurity that arises in a public domain 

is declared ritually pure (Teharot 4:7). 


The mishna taught that with regard to meat found in the outlying 
areas, outside of Jerusalem, if it was whole limbs, the meat is 
presumably that of carcasses and therefore forbidden, but ifit was 
found in small pieces it is presumably kosher and permitted to be 
eaten. Rabbi Krispa said in the name of Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Hanina: When the mishna says that whole limbs are pre- 
sumed to come from carcasses, that presumption is determinate, 
to the extent that one who eats this meat receives lashes for eating 
the meat of unslaughtered carcasses. 
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The Gemara comments: The mishna itself says this, i.e., the wording 
of the mishna implies this, for the mishna teaches: With regard to meat 
found in the outlying areas, outside of Jerusalem, if it is in the form of 
whole limbs, the meat presumably comes from carcasses. And if it is 
in small pieces, it is presumably kosher and permitted to be eaten. 
When the mishna says that small pieces are permitted, does it not 
mean that they are actually permitted, i.e., the mishna permits the 
eating of the small pieces of meat and does not regard it as an uncer- 
tainty? In a corresponding manner, when the mishna says that meat 
found in the form of limbs is presumably that of carcasses, this is re- 
garded as a certainty, such that one who eats this meat is flogged for 
having violated the prohibition against eating the meat of a carcass 
that was not properly slaughtered. 


Rabbi Krispa said further in the name of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Hanina, with regard to meat that was found in the form of whole limbs: 
Ifthe meat was found strung together on strings like beads, it may be 
presumed that the meat is kosher, and it is therefore permitted. 


It was further taught in a baraita with regard to meat of an unknown 
source: If one bought meat in a town that has ten stores, nine stores 
selling the non-kosher meat of a carcass and one store selling the 
meat of a properly slaughtered animal, and he was confused about 
them, not remembering from which store he made his purchase, he 
must be concerned that perhaps he bought non-kosher meat. How- 
ever, the meat is forbidden only because of an uncertainty, and if he 
ate it he is not liable to receive lashes. And if a piece of meat was found 
in the marketplace and it is not known from which store the meat came, 
one follows the majority of meat stores. Since in this scenario the 
majority of stores sell non-kosher meat, the found meat is presumed 
to be non-kosher." 


As for the reverse case, if nine stores" were selling the meat of a 
properly slaughtered animal and one store was selling the non-kosher 
meat of a carcass, and one bought meat in one of the stores but was 
confused about them, not remembering from which store he made 
his purchase, he must be concerned that perhaps he bought non- 
kosher meat. And ifa piece of meat was found in the marketplace and 
it is not known from which store the meat came, one follows the 
majority of meat stores, and presume that the meat is kosher. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: Meat that is found in the hand of a gentile is 
regarded as if it were found in a large public square [pelatya],'® and 
so its status is determined in accordance with the majority of stores in 
the town. It is related that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Haggai, was 
supporting Rabbi Mana, helping him walk, when he saw a certain 
Roman [Armai] lopping off a piece of flesh from his horse and tak- 
ing it out for sale. Rabbi Elazar said to Rabbi Mana: Is this what 
Rabbi Yohanan meant when he said: Meat that is found in the hand 
of a gentile is regarded as if it were found in a large public square, 
and so one follows the majority of stores in the town? If so, then 
if the majority of the town’s stores are owned by Jews, this meat 
should be treated as kosher. But surely it isn’t, as we saw where it came 
from. Rabbi Mana said to Rabbi Elazar: Thus said Rabbi Yosei my 
teacher about Rabbi Yohanan’s ruling: This ruling of Rabbi Yohanan’s 
applies only where they saw the gentile exiting from a butcher shop 
belonging to a Jew with a piece of meat in his hand. 


Nine stores — nian ywn: If meat was found lying 
in the marketplace, its status is determined in ac- 
cordance with the majority, as per the principle that 
anything separated out is presumed to be from the 
majority. Therefore, if the majority of meat sellers in 
that town are gentiles, the meat is prohibited. If the 
majority are Jews, it is permitted. 
The same halakha applies to meat that is found 
in the possession of a gentile and it is not known 
from whom it was purchased. If the majority of meat 
sellers in that town are Jews, by Torah law the meat is 
permitted to be eaten. The Sages, however, rendered 
prohibited any meat that was found, whether in the 
marketplace or in the hand of a gentile, even if all the 
slaughterers and all the meat sellers in the town are 
Jews. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, based on the Gemara in trac- 
tate Hullin (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 8:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 63:1, 110:3). 


Nine stores — nian yen: According to a straight- 
forward reading of the Gemara, and according to 
the Gemara in tractate Ketubot 15a, the reason that 
the meat is forbidden and is not judged according 
to the majority of nine stores that sell kosher meat 
is that any doubt that arises concerning the status 
of something while it is fixed in its place is consid- 
ered an evenly balanced doubt, and these stores 
are considered fixed in their place. However, some 
commentaries explain that improperly slaughtered 
meat is generally sold at a lower price than prop- 
erly slaughtered meat, and therefore even though 
the majority of stores sell kosher meat, there is still 
room for concern that this person bought from a 
store that sells non-kosher meat (Rabbeinu Hananel 
on Ketubot 15a). 


Large public square [pelatya] - rods: From the 
Greek xAateia, plateia, meaning broad, wide, or flat. 


Roman [Armai] - SIDI: In its narrow and precise 
sense, this word refers to Arameans, speakers of 
the Aramaic language. However, the meaning of 
the term expanded, perhaps because Babylonia, the 
main area of Jewish settlement in the Persian Empire, 
was officially called Bei Armai, the house of Armai. 
Ultimately, the term was used in reference not only 
to the Aramaic speakers, but to all the gentile peoples 
in Babylonia. 


| BACKGROUND ——___— 
Large public square [pelatya] - - Kuba: A pelatya 
was a large public square in which great numbers 
of people could be assembled and through which 
they passed. It serves as a classic example of a public 
domain, as it meets all the criteria set down for its 
inclusion in that category. 


The Forum in Pompeii, Italy. The volcano Mount Vesuvius can be seen in the background. 
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LANGUAGE 
Piece of meat [kufad] - 191p: From the Greek, possibly through 
Syriac, komddtov, kopadion, derived from xézatov, kopaion, 
and meaning a slice of meat, fish, etc. 


Shops [makkulin] - ppa: From the Latin macellum, meaning 
butcher's stall or a meat market. 


Carved stone images used to support tables in the meat market of Jerash, Jordan 


174 


PEREK VII: 19B: :0 91 p15 


papaya Six piya waa 
nyx ab a xd) XMAY pa DIP 
ON wh noe ain and a 
WX MT ty mD) xb ab 
aah map aban wa DN aĵ 
Tey TPI OWA TAY 
mo Kya xb: AgI Yab xa 

prt ppa 12 


vam ype pnan panh nman 
Diy wa am py 


It is further related that a certain man in Tzippori was walking 
and he wanted to buy a piece of meat [kufad]' from the butch- 
er, but the butcher did not give him the meat, as they were at 
odds with each other. The man asked a certain Roman to buy the 

meat on his behalf, and he brought him the meat. The man later 
said to the butcher: Did I not in the end take the meat from you 

against your will? The butcher said to him: Did I not give him 

the non-kosher meat of a carcass, and so the meat you received 

from him was not kosher? Rabbi Yirmeya said in the name of 
Rabbi Hanina: An incident like this came before Rabbi Yehuda 

HaNasi, who said about this: It is not within his power to pro- 
hibit all the butcher shops [makkulin]' of Tzippori‘ on that day; 

since the majority of meat shops in that city belong to Jews, the 

butcher’s claim that he gave the Roman non-kosher meat is not 

to be believed. 


It is related that Rav went down there to Babylonia and saw that 
they were lenient about meat of unknown origin, and he was 
stringent with them. The Gemara now reports what it is that Rav 
saw: A certain man went 


NOTES 


It is not within his power to prohibit all the butcher shops 
of Tzippori - press papa tpg myn br xh: It was the 
custom in Tzippori that when an animal slaughtered i in one 
of the local slaughterhouses was found to be ritually unfit 
for consumption, a public announcement was made to that 
effect, so that the Jewish residents of the city would not buy 
meat from gentiles on that day. In the absence of such an 
announcement, there was no concern that non-kosher meat 
would be found in the marketplace (Rashi on Hullin 95a). 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi did not prohibit all the meat in all the 
butcher shops in Tzippori on that day, despite the fact that the 
butcher had sold non-kosher meant to a gentile without the 
requisite announcement, and possibly sold non-kosher meat 
to others as well. One explanation for this is that the majority 
of butchers in Tzippori were Jews, and therefore Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi relied on the majority and permitted the meat in the 
other meat shops (Tiklin Hadatin; Mishnat Eliyahu, based on 
the Gemara in tractate Hullin 95a). Others explain that he did 
not prohibit all the meat sold that day in Tzippori because he 


holds that the butcher was not to be believed with regard 
to his claim that he had sold non-kosher meat to the gentile. 
It stands to reason that he said he had sold the gentile non- 
kosher meat only because of his animosity toward the man 
to whom he had refused to sell any meat (Me'iri). 


Modern-day Tzippori, as seen from its ancient ruins 
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and wanted to rinse his hat [askuptei]" in the river. While doing 
so, the piece of kosher meat he was carrying fell and the man went 
on his way. Afterward, he returned to that very place and found a 
piece of meat identical to the one that he had dropped, and he 

wanted to take it. Rav,” however, said to him: This meat is forbid- 
den for you to eat, as I can say: It is possible that the river swept 
away that piece of meat, and brought in its place a different piece 

of non-kosher meat that had fallen into the water somewhere else. 


The Gemara relates another incident where Rav was stringent about 
meat of doubtful provenance. A certain man was walking in the 
market, carrying a piece of kosher meat. A kite® bird came and 
snatched it from him, and later cast it away elsewhere. The man 
returned and wanted to take the piece of meat from the place where 
he saw the bird drop it. Rav, however, said to him: This meat is 
forbidden for you to eat, as I can say: It is possible the kite was 
carrying non-kosher meat and that is what it cast away in this place. 
It then took away the other piece of meat that it snatched from you. 


It is further related that the Gina’ei® River once swept away wine- 
skins" belonging to Jews, and the wineskins were later found along 
the riverbank. The incident came before Rabbi Yitzhak, son of 
Rabbi Elazar, who said: Let the Jewish wine-dealers come and 
examine the knots on the wineskins. If they recognize the knots as 
theirs, the wineskins are presumably theirs, and the wine and the 
wineskins are permitted. 


It once happened that a wine container [nekonika]}" was found in 
the synagogue of the city council [bulei], and the incident came 
before Rabbi Yirmeya for a ruling. He said: Let the Jewish mark- 
ers, i.e., those who paint the markings on the containers, examine 
their work. Only if they recognize it as theirs, is the wine permitted. 


His hat [askuptei] - ™»n51Pdx: Rash Sirilio writes that the man 
went down to rinse his hat in the river, and as he was washing 
it, a piece of meat inside it fell into the river. According to the 
Penei Moshe, however, this word is referring to an animal's head, 
leg, and intestines which were sold together. 


Swept away wineskins — pp’ Jew: Some understand that 
these wineskins were filled with wine, and the concern was 
that the wineskins found along the riverbank were other wine- 
skins filled with wine belonging to gentiles, which is forbidden 
for Jews to consume (Rabbeinu Meshulam). Others suggest 
that these wineskins were empty, and the concern was that 


Rav - 37: Rav, whose full name was Rabbi Abba bar Ivu, was 
the first, and perhaps the greatest, of the Babylonian amora‘im. 
Known as Abba Arikha because of his great height, Rav estab- 
lished the academy in Sura that lasted for over eight hundred 
years, through the period of the geonim. Aside from the vis- 
iting students who attended the academy only during the 
yarhei kalla months of Adar and Elul, the Gemara reports that 
1,200 full-time students learned in the academy throughout 
the year. 

In his youth, Rav traveled to Eretz Yisrael with his uncle, Rabbi 
Hiyya, where he studied under Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the redac- 
tor of the Mishna. He traveled back and forth between Israel and 
Babylonia until he settled in Babylonia in the year 219 CE. Rav’s 
greatness is apparent not only in the large number of amora'im 


he wineskins found belonged to gentiles and were therefore 
prohibited because they had previously been used for non- 
osher wine (see Avoda Zara 29b; Talmid HaRashbash). 


Container [nekonika] — 77°73: Some authorities hold that 
he word nekonika is not a container but rather a kind of 
sausage made from ox intestines filled with small pieces of 
meat (Sefer HaMa‘arikh, s.v. nekonika). Others suggest that 
he reference here is to a lung together with the intestines 
(Penei Moshe). According to both explanations, the butchers 
would apparently mark these parts with special symbols. 


who were his students and who quote him throughout the 
Gemara, but also by the fact that he is recognized as the last of 
the tanna‘im, and is permitted to disagree with tannaitic rulings. 

Rav's teachings are found throughout both the Jerusalem 
Talmud and the Babylonian Talmud. Among his many rulings 
are several that deal with issues of marriage, such as his ruling 
that man cannot marry a woman without first meeting her, 
and the requirement that underage girls cannot be married 
until they are old enough to state whom they want to marry. 
His rulings in the area of ritual law were invariably accepted, 
although the rulings of his colleague and adversary, Shmuel, 
were accepted in criminal and financial matters. 

Rav's son, Rabbi Hiyya, followed in his father's footsteps and 
became a great scholar; his other son, Ivu, was a merchant. 


— imme — 


Council [bulei] - saa: From the Greek Bovy, bulei, mean- 
ing council. In most places in the Talmud it is referring to the 
city council, a local senate that administered the city’s affairs. 


—~~~~~~ BACKGROUND) ———— 
Kite - xn»: The kite is a medium-sized bird of prey of the 
Accipitridae family. Kites are opportunistic hunters and the 
behavior described in the Gemara is typical. There have been 
reports of kites grabbing food from people in modern times 
as well. 


Black-shouldered kite descending toward its prey 


Gina'ei — *x3"a: From the Greek Tivań, Ginaei. Some point to 
a village by this name mentioned in the writings of Josephus, 
located on the site of the present-day city of Jenin, on the 
border between the Jezreel Valley and Samaria, through 
which passes one of the major tributaries of the Kishon River. 


View of Jenin from Mount Gilboa 


Kishon River emptying into the Mediterranean 
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LANGUAGE 
Army [gayyis] - 03: From the Aramaic gaysa, meaning 
army. Also related to the Arabic jtus, jaysh, meaning 
army or band of soldiers. 


Large street [isratya] - KUDY: From the Latin strata, 
meaning street or public road. Etymologically speaking, 
there is a link to the Greek otpatés, stratos, the mean- 
ing of which is linked to soldiers and military camps but 
not street. 


Inn [pundaka] — x979: From the Greek TavdoKelov, 
pandokeion, meaning inn. From this word is also derived 
the term for innkeeper, pundaki. It should be noted 
that the Hebrew term zona, meaning harlot, is often 
translated into Aramaic as pundakita, apparently on the 
assumption that a female innkeeper gives herself over 
to harlotry with her guests (see Radak on Joshua 2:1). 


NOTES 


Rocks in the sea [shunit hayam] — 0° naw: The mishna 
in Oholot 18:6 states: What is a shunit? It is any place to 
which the sea rises when it is stormy. Talmid HaRashbash 
renders this phrase as a rock in the sea or the force of 
the sea. 
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It is further related that a roasted goat was once found in the street 
in the town of Gufta, and the Rabbis permitted it to be eaten based 
on two considerations: First, because of found property; that is 
to say, they allowed the finder to keep it. Secondly, because of the 
majority of traffic, i.e., the majority of people passing through that 
street were Jews. 


The Gemara explains: Because of found property, as it was taught 

in a baraita: One who rescues an article from a lion," from an enemy 
army [gayyis],' from rocks in the sea [shunit hayam]," or from 

rocks in a river, or from a large public street [isratya],' or froma 

large public square; in all these cases, these articles belong to him, 
even if they have an identifying mark on them, because the owners 

have given up hope of ever recovering them. For this reason the 

Rabbis ruled that the goat belonged to its finder, as it was found on 

the street. 


The Rabbis also permitted the goat because of the majority of 
traffic." Since most of the people who passed through that street 
were Jews, it stands to reason that a Jew had lost the roast goat, and 
the Rabbis were not concerned that it was the product of gentile 
slaughter and therefore not kosher. The Gemara adds that in the 
end, the goat was found to be from the house of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, and indeed kosher. 


The Gemara relates that a wheel of cheese was once found in 
an inn [pundaka]' belonging to Levi, and the Rabbis permitted 
it to be eaten based on two considerations: Because of found 
property and because of the majority of traffic. 


The Gemara explains: Because of found property, as it was taught 
in a baraita: One who rescues an article from an enemy army, from 
alion, from rocks in the sea, or from rocks ina river, froma large 
public street, or from a large public square; in all these cases, these 
articles belong to him, even if they have an identifying mark on 
them, because the owners have given up hope of ever recovering 
them. The same applies to something that was found in an inn, 
which is also a public area; its owner presumably gave up hope of 
getting it back, and so the finder is entitled to keep it for himself. 


The problem that was overcome because of the majority of traffic, 
was that perhaps the cheese should have been prohibited because 
it was the cheese ofa gentile. Since the majority of the guests at the 
inn were Jews, this was not a concern. The Gemara notes that, in the 
end the wheel of cheese was found to be from the house of Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, and was indeed kosher. 


Rabbi Mana said in the presence of Rabbi Yosei: But I saw the 
Rabbis announcing that they had found lost property, even when 
the item was found in a public area. Rabbi Yosei said to him: If you 
were to find an article in a public area, you would not take it either. 
Rabbi Yona, your father, did not say this, but said: If only that 
when we find some item, we should find it in a place that will not 
require us to announce its discovery, e.g., from the gate outward, 
in a public area. The Gemara notes that even so, when Rabbi Yona 
found a lost article in a crowded public place, he did not take it for 
himself, but rather announced that he had found it, so that he could 
locate its original owner. 


One who rescues an article from a lion - 


NNI a bya: An 


HALAKHA 
Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Gezeila VaAveda 6:2, 11:10; Shulhan Arukh, 


article that was lost under circumstances where it was irretriev- 
able by anyone, e.g., it was swept away by the sea or a river, or 
was about to be burned in a fire or eaten by a beast, belongs to 
the finder even if it has an identifying sign. This is the case even if 
the original owner has not yet despaired of finding it, and even if 
he is standing there shouting that it is his. The Rema writes that in 
any event it is good and proper to return the article to its original 
owner. If, however, the lost article was not irretrievable, and it was 
possible to save it in some manner, it does not belong to the 
finder if it has an identifying sign (Bava Kamma 114a; Rambam 


Hoshen Mishpat 259:7). 


Because of the majority of traffic - D311 m IDn: If one’s 
lambs or chickens are stolen or lost, and he finds them ritually 
slaughtered in proper fashion, the following distinction applies: 
If the majority of the local inhabitants are Jews, the slaughtered 
animals are permitted to be eaten, whether they are found in the 
market place or they are found on the garbage dump at home. 
But if they are found on the garbage dump in the marketplace, 
they are forbidden (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 4:8; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a1:4). 
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HALAKHA 3 +» MISHNA Ifan animal that is fit for the 
altar was found straying, from Jerusalem" and as far as Migdal 
Eder,’ and similarly if it was found within that distance from 
Jerusalem in any other direction, it is presumed that the animal 
came from Jerusalem. Most of the animals in Jerusalem were 
designated for offerings, and presumably this one was as well. 
Males are presumed to be burnt-offerings, as only males are 
brought as burnt-offerings. Females are presumed to be peace- 
offerings, as it is permitted to bring a female peace-offering. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: An animal that is fit for the Paschal offering, 
i.e, a one-year-old male lamb or kid, is presumed to be a Paschal 
offering,’ provided that it was found within thirty days before 
the Festival" of Passover. 


Originally, the court would seize collateral from one who found 
such an animal, as security until he would bring with it the liba- 
tions associated with this offering, as if the found animal were his 
own and he had committed himself to bring the libations. This 
brought about a situation in which those who found the animals 
began leaving them where they found them, and absconding, 
so as not to become liable for the libations. The court therefore 
instituted that the libations accompanying these offerings would 
come from public funds, that is, from the Temple treasury. 


Rabbi Shimon said: The court instituted seven ordinances with 
regard to the financial aspects of offerings and consecrations. And 
this ordinance, namely, that the cost of the libations accompany- 
ing the sacrifice of a found animal is borne by the public, is one 
of them. These are the other ordinances: If a gentile sent his 
burnt-offering’ from abroad, outside Eretz Yisrael, and he sent 
with it money for the purchase of the libations that must accom- 
pany it, the libations are offered at his expense. And if the gentile 
did not cover the cost of the libations, it is a condition of the court 
that the libations are sacrificed at the public’s expense, with funds 
taken from the Temple treasury." 


And likewise, in the case of a convert who died without heirs and 
left animals that he had designated as offerings. Ifhe has the liba- 
tions, i.e., if he also had set aside libations or money for that 
purpose, the libations are sacrificed from his estate. And if he did 
not do so, the libations are sacrificed from public funds." 


NOTES 


An animal that is fit for the Paschal offering is presumed to 
be a Paschal offering - ons} nips} +7: Even though 
such an animal could also be the guilt- offering of a nazirite 
or a leper, as they too are brought from one-year-old ani- 
mals, since these offerings were relatively uncommon, and 
especially since the animal was found within thirty days 
before Passover, it is reasonable to assume that it had been 
set aside as a Paschal lamb (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin 
HaRofeh). 


Within thirty days before the Festival — aww beh otip 
Di’: Since questions begin to be asked and lectures ‘begin 
o be delivered about the halakhot of Passover thirty days 
before the Festival (see Pesahim 6a), people at that time be- 
gan to buy lambs to consecrate them as Paschal offerings. It 
is therefore reasonable to assume that this animal that had 
been found was consecrated for that purpose and not as 
something else, such as a burnt-offering or a peace-offering 
(Rosh; Talmid HaRashbash; Tiklin Hadatin). 

The Gemara (Kiddushin 55b) offers an explanation of the 


anonymous first tanna’s opinion, which does not distin- 
guish between the period prior to Passover and other times, 
and presumes all one-year-old male animals to be burnt- 
offerings: Since people are especially careful to ensure that 
heir Paschal offerings will not become lost, there is no reason 
o suspect that that the found animal is a Paschal lamb. 


If a gentile sent his burnt-offering — indy roww tia: Even 
hough gentiles are not commanded to bring offerings, and 
obligatory offerings may not be accepted from them, gen- 
iles can bring free-will offerings, which are accepted and 
sacrificed in the Temple. The Gemara (Menahot 73b) records 
a dispute as to whether only burnt-offerings are accepted 
rom them or also peace-offerings. 

An offering brought by a gentile requires libations just 
ike an offering brought by a Jew, as the obligation to 
bring a libation depends on the offering, regardless of who 
brings it. Therefore, if the gentile failed to send money for 
his libations, they are sacrificed from public funds (Rashi; 
Rambam). 


HALAKHA 

An animal that was found straying from Jerusalem - maga 
obw Mxyiaaw: If an animal was found in Jerusalem or its 
environs, as far as Migdal Eder or the equivalent distance in 
any other direction, it is presumed to be a consecrated animal 
that ran away. Because it is assumed that the animal had been 
consecrated, it must be treated in a special way based on its 
age and gender, so that it will be possible to use it as an offering 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:18; Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:3). 


Ifa gentile sent his burnt-offering - indiy roww rix: Ifa gentile 
sent his burnt-offering from overseas, but failed to send money 
for the required libations along with it, the libations are sacrificed 
at the public's expense with funds taken from the Temple trea- 
sury, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:3). 


A convert who died and left offerings - wna man naw 73: 
If a convert died without heirs and left animals designated as 
offerings, and he also left wine or money for their libations, the 
libations are sacrificed from what he designated. If he did not 
leave the libations or the money for their purchase, they are 
sacrificed from public funds taken from the Temple treasury, in 
accordance with the statement of Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:4). 


BACKGROUND 
Migdal Eder - say aan: This place is mentioned in Genesis 35:21. 
From the context it seems to be located between Bethlehem 
and Hebron. The author of the Kaftor VaFerah maintains that it is 
situated west of Hebron, whereas others think that it is just south 
of Bethlehem, and about 15 km south of Jerusalem. 
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HALAKHA 

A High Priest who died - naw bing tm: If a High Priest 
died and a new High Priest was not yet appointed in his 
place, the griddle-cake offering was sacrificed from public 
funds taken from the Temple treasury, in accordance with 
the statement of Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shekalim 4:4; see Kesef Mishne to Halakha 3). Else- 
where, however, the Rambam rules in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, that in such a case the griddle-cake 
offering is brought from the property of the High Priest's 
heirs (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:22; 
see Lehem Mishne there). 


It was sacrificed from a whole one-tenth — am aw 
map: If the High Priest died in the morning before bring- 
ing the griddle-cake offering and another High Priest had 
not yet been appointed in his place, his heirs bring a whole 
one-tenth of an ephah in the morning and a whole one- 
tenth of an ephah in the evening. The amount of oil and 
the frankincense sacrificed with it was not doubled even 
though the amount of flour was doubled. Instead, a log and 
a half of oil and half a handful of frankincense were brought 
with the one-tenth of an ephah sacrificed in the morning, 
and a /og and a half of oil and half a handful of frankincense 
were brought with the one-tenth of an ephah sacrificed 
in the afternoon, in accordance with the opinion of the 
Sages elsewhere (Menahot 52a; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 3:22). 


About the salt and about the wood - pyyit yy nyan by: 
It is a condition of the court that priests may benefit from 
consecrated salt and wood while preparing the offerings 
granted to them as their portion. They may not, however, 
use the consecrated salt on their ordinary food (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 8:6). 


Concerned the red heifer - 7157 by: The prohibition 
against misusing consecrated property applied to the red 
heifer from the time it was consecrated until the time it was 
burned to ashes. It is a condition of the court that once the 
heifer is burned and reduced to ashes, making use of the 
ashes is not a violation of the prohibition against misuse 
of consecrated property. This is in accordance with Rabbi 
Shimon's statement (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 2:5). 


Disqualified pairs of bird-offerings — nihoan popa: If 
a pair of bird-offerings was found to be unfit or was other- 
wise disqualified before it was sacrificed, the one appointed 
to supply the pairs of birds must provide the Temple with 
another pair in its place. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 7:9). 
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And another ordinance: It is a condition of the court with regard 
to a High Priest who died, and a new High Priest had not yet been 
appointed in his place, that his meal-offering, i.e., the griddle-cake 
offering that the High Priest would bring each day from one-tenth 
of an ephah of flour, would be sacrificed from public funds.™ 
Rabbi Yehuda says: It was brought from the property of the High 
Priest’s heirs," i.e., his estate," and not from public funds." In any 
event, the offering was not brought as it would have been brought 
by the High Priest himself were he still alive, half in the morning 
and halfin the evening, but rather it was sacrificed all at once, from 
a whole one-tenth of an ephah." 


The fourth ordinance was about the salt in the Temple that was 
designated for salting the offerings, and the fifth was about the 
wood that was used for the burning of the offerings. These ordi- 
nances decreed that the priests may use them also to prepare the 
meat of the offerings that they eat." 


And the sixth ordinance concerned the red heifer, that deriving 
benefit from its ashes is not considered misusing consecrated 


property." 


And the seventh ordinance was about disqualified pairs of bird- 
offerings: It ruled that their replacements should come from 
public funds. Rabbi Yosei disagreed and says: The expense does 
not fall upon the public, but rather upon whoever supplies all the 
pairs of bird-offerings to the Temple; he must also supply, at no 
additional charge, the replacements for the disqualified birds." 


NOTES 


From public funds...from the heirs — pw bwn...nay bum: 
The opinion of the anonymous first tanna here is the same as 
hat of Rabbi Shimon quoted in the baraita and in tractate 
Menahot. The later commentaries on Menahot point out that 
Rabbi Shimon’s wording could be understood to mean only 
hat it is permissible to draw on public funds for the purpose of 
he griddle-cake offering, in order to overcome the negligence 
of the heirs. However, Rabbi Shimon’s wording at the end of the 
discussion both here and in tractate Menahot make it clear that 
his opinion is not based on the avoidance of negligence, but 
rather is derived from the verse dealing with the daily offering. 
Accordingly, it is an obligation, not an option, that this offer- 
ing be brought from the public funds taken from the Temple 
treasury. 


From the heirs — pwp wn: Later commentaries wondered: 
How can the heirs bring this offering when they are in a state 
of acute mourning, when it is prohibited to bring an offering? 
They answer that since the purpose of the offering is to atone 
for the High Priest who died, rather than for his heirs now in 
mourning, their status as acute mourners does not disqualify 
it (Minhat Aharon). 


From the heirs, i.e., his estate - pwr bwn: Rabbi Yehuda, 
in both the mishna and the baraita, speaks of heirs, without 


defining who these heirs are. The verse from which Rabbi Ye- 
huda derives his position:"And the anointed priest that shall be 
in his stead from among his sons shall offer it” (Leviticus 6:15), 
implies that the relevant heirs are specifically his sons. Later 
commentaries disagree on this point. Some argue that since 
Rabbi Yehuda uses the general term, heirs, this includes even 
heirs who are Israelites. They can bring the griddle-cake offering, 
because an heir does not bring it in his own name, but rather to 
atone for the High Priest who had died (Minhat Hinukh; Rabbi 
Shmuel Shtrason; Rabbi Yitzhak Ze'ev Soloveitchik). Others insist 
that the term heirs refers specifically to the sons of the High 
Priest who are priests themselves (Mikdash David; Hazon Ish; 
Sefat Emet). 


And not from public funds - "a¥ bwn K: The High Priest's 
griddle-cake offering is not a voluntary offering but rather his 
personal obligation. Later commentaries discuss the ques- 
tion of how the public could bring this offering since they are 
not obligated to do so, at least according to Rabbi Yehuda. 
They explain that the public as a whole has an obligation that 
the griddle-cake offering be brought every day, but that ob- 
ligation is not tied to anyone in particular. Rabbi Yehuda and 
Rabbi Shimon disagree only with regard to the question of 
whose responsibility it is to bring the offering in such a case 
(Hazon Ish). 
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GEMARA The mishna taught that if a male animal was found 
near Jerusalem, it is presumed to have been consecrated as a burnt- 
offering. Given that a male animal could just as easily be a peace- 
offering, and as such, most of its meat is meant to be eaten and it is 
prohibited to burn it on the altar, how can the found animal be 
sacrificed as a burnt-offering? In answer to this question, Rabbi 
Hoshaya Rabba said: They taught the halakha that it is presumed 
to be a burnt-offering only with regard to one who comes with its 
money," i.e., the money with which the animal was redeemed. One 
who finds such an animal near Jerusalem may not bring it as a burnt- 
offering, as it might be a peace-offering. He must redeem the animal 
for its monetary value, and in addition he must consecrate the same 
sum again, from his own money. He then stipulates the following: 
If the animal is a burnt-offering, let it be redeemed on the first sum, 
and let the second sum be used for a free-will peace-offering. If this 
animal is a peace-offering, let it be redeemed on the second sum, 
and let the first sum be used for a free-will burnt-offering. He then 
purchases a burnt-offering with the first sum and a peace-offering 
with the second sum. 


Rabbi Yohanan said to him: Does one say to a person that he 
should go out and misuse consecrated animals? If one redeems a 
consecrated animal that is still fit for the altar, the redemption is 
valid; the animal is no longer consecrated and the money is now 
sacred in its place and must be used to buy other offerings. This 
redemption, however, is valid only after the fact; it is considered 
misuse to redeem an unblemished animal and prohibited to do so 
ab initio. 


Rather, the mishna must be understood differently. In their regard, 
follow the majority. If the majority of the animals found are males, 
they are determined to be burnt-offerings, for most male animals 
brought as offerings are burnt-offerings. And if the majority of the 
animals found are females, they are determined to be peace- 
offerings, for most female animals brought as offerings are peace- 
offerings. 


The Gemara asks: But are peace-offerings not brought both from 
males and from females? Therefore, it is possible that the male 
animals that were found are not burnt-offerings, but rather peace- 
offerings. 


Rather, Rabbi Yohanan’s words must be understood as follows: If 
one finds animals near Jerusalem, even though they are presumed 
to be offerings, he cannot sacrifice the animals themselves on the 
altar. What then does he do? He must wait until the animals de- 
velop blemishes and only then redeem them, and thereby remove 
their consecrated status and restore them to their non-sacred state. 
He then goes back and ensures that he makes them 


NOTES 


They taught this with regard to one who comes with its 
money — 3% aTa x29: This explanation is difficult in light of 
the mishna's earlier point that those who found such animals 
would abscond, so as not to become liable for the libations. 
Why then would the finder be willing to consecrate money of 
his own of the same value as the animal that he found? The 
Tiferet Yisrael (Yakhin, on Shekalim 7:5) suggests that people 
would abscond only in situations where after they set aside 
an additional animal, the court would insist that they fund the 
libations as well, and even seize collateral to that effect. The 
ordinance that the libations would be funded from communal 
funds was instituted in this context. 

An alternative explanation is that the finder would object 


only to the expense of the libations, as with regard to the 
animals themselves he did not suffer any loss. When he would 
sacrifice the animal bought with the value of the found animal 
that he redeemed, he would stipulate that if what he had found 
was not a burnt-offering, then the present offering would be 
his own burnt-offering. The opportunity for the finder to bring 
his own offering is not a loss. The additional animal of equal 
value that he would consecrate was also not a loss for him; 
in exchange he received the animal that he found, as with its 
redemption it became non-sacred property and he acquired it. 
Consequently, the only added expense was that of the libations 
of the offering that was brought for the owner who had lost the 
animal (Rabbi Hayyim Kanievsky, Shekel HaKodesh). 
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Perek VII 
Daf20 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


If one set aside his shekel and died - bpw wpa 
max: If one set aside his shekel and then died, the 
shekel is used for the purchase of free-will burnt- 
offerings (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 
3:12). 


Leftover money from one-tenth of an ephah — 
nagg myy ania: The leftovers from the High 
Priest's griddle- cake offering are destroyed, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:8). 


The High Priest's one-tenth of an ephah - nyu 
bing DE) by ngg: How was the High Priest's 
griddle-cake offering prepared? He would conse- 
crate a whole one-tenth of an ephah of flour and 
then divide it in half using the half-tenth measure 
in the Temple. Even though it was sacrificed in 
half portions, it was not consecrated in half por- 
tions, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan in tractate Menahot, where the opinions 
of Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish are reversed, 
i.e., Rabbi Yohanan's opinion in Menahot is that of 
Reish Lakish here (Rabbi Yosef Korkos; Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 13:2). 


He sacrifices one half, and the second half is 
destroyed — 12% 7y AYN apn: If the High 
Priest brought half of his griddle- cake offering in 
he morning and then died, became ritually im- 
pure, or developed a blemish, and another High 
Priest was appointed in his place, the successor 
does not sacrifice in the evening a half-tenth from 
his own property, nor does he sacrifice the second 
half-tenth of his predecessor. Rather, he brings a 
whole one-tenth, divides it into two equal por- 
ions, offers one half, and leaves the second half to 
be destroyed. How is it destroyed? Its form is left 
overnight and allowed to decay, and then it is taken 
out to the place of burning in the Temple court- 
yard. Therefore, two half-tenths are brought, and 
two half-tenths are destroyed, in accordance with 
the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 3:20-21). 
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burnt-offerings. He does this by taking two unblemished animals and 
stipulating as follows: Ifthe animal that was found was a burnt-offering, let 
the first animal be a burnt-offering in its place, and let the second be a 
peace-offering. And if the animal that was found was a peace-offering, let 
the second animal be peace-offering, and let the first be a free-will burnt- 
offering. 


Rabbi Zeira offers a different explanation of the halakha in the mishna: 
Male animals found near Jerusalem are sacrificed as burnt-offerings, even 
though they may have been designated as peace-offerings. He says: Just as 
you say there (19a) in the name of Reish Lakish that it is a condition of 
the court that stipulates with regard to funds left over from what had 
originally been consecrated for sin-offerings that they are brought as 
burnt-offerings; so too, you say here that it is a condition of the court 
with regard to animals that were lost and later found, that even though 
they may be peace-offerings, they are brought as burnt-offerings. 


Rabbi Yosei said to Rabbi Yaakov bar Aha: Is this not a case of inten- 
tional change of an offering’s purpose? A condition of the court can allo- 
cate leftover money that had originally been consecrated for sin-offerings 
to the purchase of a burnt-offering, but that does not mean that one can 
intentionally change the sanctity of the animal itself from that of a peace- 
offering to that of a burnt-offering. 


Rabbi Yaakov bar Aha said to Rabbi Yosei: Since it is a condition of the 
court, it is not considered a case of intentional change of an animal’s 
purpose. Even if the animal had initially been consecrated as a peace- 
offering, that consecration is regarded as conditional in accordance with 
the court’s stipulation. Consequently, the animal can now be sacrificed as 
a burnt-offering ab initio. 


§ Since the mishna mentioned the griddle-cake offering of a High Priest 
who had died, the Gemara records what Rabbi Yesa said about similar 
matters: While I was there in Babylonia, I heard the voice of Rav Yehuda 
asking Shmuel: If one set aside his shekel and then died" before handing 
it over to the treasurer, what is to be done with the shekel? Shmuel said to 
him: It is allocated to free-will offerings and is used for the purchase of 
free-will burnt-offerings. 


It was further asked: What is to be done with leftover money that a High 
Priest set aside for the purchase of his griddle-cake offering made from 
one-tenth of an ephah of flour? If a High Priest designated money for the 
purchase of flour for his meal-offering and it turns out that he set aside too 
much money, what is to be done with the extra money? Rabbi Yohanan 
said: The money goes to the Dead Sea," meaning, it is destroyed. Rabbi 
Elazar disagreed and said: The money is allocated to free-will offerings. 


The Gemara continues its discussion of the High Priest’s griddle-cake of- 
fering. The mishna in Menahot 4:5 teaches that it was divided in two; half 
of it was sacrificed in the morning and half in the evening. The Gemara 
records a dispute among the amora’im: With regard to the High Priest’s 
one-tenth of an ephah, Rabbi Yohanan said: He divides it into two equal 
portions in two non-sacred vessels, and afterward he consecrates each 
half by itself before it is sacrificed." Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: He 
must first consecrate the entire one-tenth of an ephah, and only afterward 
does he divide it into two equal portions. 


The Gemara comments: A mishna seems to disagree with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan, as the mishna (Menahot 4:5) teaches that if the High 
Priest sacrificed half of his griddle-cake offering in the morning and then 
died, and another High Priest was appointed in his place, the successor 
does not bring the second half that evening. Instead he consecrates a whole 
one-tenth of an ephah and divides it into two equal portions. He then 
sacrifices one half, and the second half is destroyed." According to Rab- 
bi Yohanan, who says that the High Priest consecrates each half by itself, 
why must the second half be destroyed? It had never been consecrated for 
the altar, and so it can still be redeemed. 
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Rabbi Yohanan solves it, i.e., resolves the difficulty: The mishna 
maintains that even though the second half is consecrated only 
for its value and not for the altar, it still must be destroyed. As 
even what is left over from the money that a High Priest set aside 
for the purchase of his griddle-cake offering goes to the Dead 
Sea, although it had never been consecrated for the altar. 


The Gemara notes that the same mishna also seems to disagree 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish. The mishna 
teaches that in the aforementioned case where the High Priest 
dies before sacrificing the second half of his griddle-cake offering 
and is succeeded on the same day, it turns out that two halves 
of the griddle-cake offering are sacrificed, i.e., the first half from 
the deceased High Priest and the first half from his successor, and 
two halves are destroyed, i.e., the second half of each offering. 


And it was taught about this mishna in a baraita: The half of 
the first High Priest and the half of the second High Priest that 
are destroyed, i.e., that which is left over once each of them has 
sacrificed half of one-tenth of an ephah, their form must first be 
allowed to decay, i.e., they must be left overnight until they are 
disqualified, and only then are they taken out to the place of 
burning. According to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish 
that the High Priest consecrates for the altar the entire one-tenth 
of an ephah before dividing it, there is no reason to wait for the 
form to decay. The principle is that if anything becomes intrinsi- 
cally disqualified such that it cannot be sacrificed, it is burned 
immediately (Pesahim 34b). Therefore, it should be possible to 
immediately burn each disqualified, leftover half from each High 
Priest, and not wait for their forms to decay. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish solves this difficulty by arguing that 
the mishna, and his own opinion, which is an interpretation of 
the mishna, does not accord with the baraita but rather with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yishmael (Menahot 90a), who says that the 
one-tenth of an ephah measure is regarded as a sacred service 
vessel that consecrates its contents. The flour is therefore conse- 
crated for the altar at the original measuring of the one-tenth of 
the ephah. Accordingly, the remaining half of each one-tenth of 
an ephah is destroyed immediately without decay of form. The 
baraita, on the other hand, does not consider the one-tenth of an 
ephah measure to be a sacred service vessel, and therefore the 
measure does not consecrate the flour. As long as the remaining 
halves have not been consecrated for the altar, they are conse- 
crated only for their value and require decay of form before they 
are burned. 


§ As the topic of the griddle-cake offering brought each day by 
the High Priest has been raised, the Gemara elaborates on it and 
on the inaugural meal-offering brought by each and every priest 
the first time that he serves in the Temple. It was taught in a 
baraita: When a priest approaches the altar for the first time to 
perform the service, he brings his meal-offering from one-tenth 
of an ephah of flour and he performs the service himself, and 
in this way he inaugurates himself for service. Nevertheless, for 
both a High Priest and an ordinary priest who performed the 
sacrificial service before bringing their meal-offerings from 
one-tenth of an ephah of flour as their inaugural meal-offerings, 
their service is valid," as the absence of a priest’s inaugural meal- 
offerings does not invalidate his service. 


Rabbi Mana wanted to say the following halakha: If on the same 
day that a priest approached the altar to perform the service for 
the first time, on that same day he was also appointed to be the 
High Priest," he must bring two meal-offerings, each one-tenth 
ofan ephah of flour; one for his inaugural meal-offering and one 
for the obligation of the day, i.e., for the griddle-cake offering 
that the High Priest must bring every day. 
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HALAKHA 


When a priest approaches for the first time to perform the 
service — may) nyna apon pianwa: Neither the High 
Priest nor an ordinary priest may perform the Temple service 
for the first time until he brings a meal-offering of one-tenth of 
an ephah of flour from his own property and offers it himself. If 
an ordinary priest performed any part of the Temple service be- 
fore bringing this meal-offering, or if the High Priest served as 
the High Priest before bringing this meal-offering, his service 
is still valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 5:16). 


On the same day that a priest approached the altar to 
perform the service for the first time, he was also appoint- 
ed to be the High Priest - ia mtiay) nyna sypnaw ova ia 
bina > nab mana oa: If a priest who had never before 
performed the Temple service was appointed as the High 
Priest, he was required to bring three meal-offerings, each 
of one-tenth of an ephah. The first would be his inaugural 
meal-offering like any ordinary priest who begins his service. 
He would then bring a second one-tenth of an ephah as the 
inaugural meal-offering of a High Priest. Finally, he would bring 
a third one-tenth of an ephah as the daily griddle-cake offer- 
ing of the High Priest. All three are sacrificed in the identical 
manner (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 5:17). 
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NOTES 


They assigned whoever made the griddle-cake offerings 
to make griddle-cakes - pwan mivyd PRIN Mwy TAYI: 
The griddle-cake offering was prepared prior to the removal 
of the ashes from the altar. The mishna in tractate Tamid 
does not state explicitly when the ashes were removed 
rom the altar. According to Rashi (Yoma 20b) and Tosafot 
(Yoma 27b), the ashes were removed from the altar before 
he break of dawn, whereas according to the Rambam this 
ook place only after daybreak. The Gemara indicates that 
he actual baking of the griddle-cake offering must take 
place during the day. According to the Rambam, this could 
still be possible before the removal of the ashes (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:11; Gevurat Yitzhak). 


Is this not the end of it, where the High Priest died - 
maw 131 41D x5: Some explain that the Gemara’s question: 

Is this not the end of it, means that not only is this the ha- 
lakha when the High Priest died, but even when he became 

ritually impure; the question is whether the same is true in 

the case where he developed a permanent blemish. It then 

resolves its doubt based on the words of Rabbi Yehuda bar 
Pazzi of Bar Delaya, who states that the same halakha ap- 
plies in the case where the High Priest developed a blemish 

(Korban HaEida; see Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 

UMusafin 3:2). 


HALAKHA 


They assigned whoever made the griddle-cake offerings 
to make griddle-cakes - pwan niwy PIVAN Ap ITAYI: 
In the morning, shortly before dawn, the priest appointed 
to this task would knock on the door of the Chamber of 
the Hearth, and the priests would open the door for him. 
He took the key and opened the small gate between the 
Chamber of the Hearth and the Temple courtyard, and 
entered the courtyard. The other priests went in after him, 
holding two torches. They divided into two groups, one 
going around the courtyard to the east and the other to the 
west. They would check the entire courtyard for anything 
irregular, until the two groups reached the Chamber of the 
Bakers of the Griddle-cake offerings. When both groups 
arrived there, they would declare to one another: Peace; 
everything is at peace. They then set the bakers of the 
griddle-cake offerings at their work, in accordance with 
the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 8:11). 


Baked when half done [te’afena na]...baked when still 
beautiful [te'afena na'a] — TKI TYIN... KI TDK: Each of 
the loaves of the High Priest's griddle-cake offering would 
be baked somewhat and afterward fried in a frying pan 
with the remainder of its quarter-log of oil. The initial baking 
should be between fully baked and half-baked, as it says 
“tufinei.” This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, who is referred to as the one whose explanation is 
always with him, meaning, his opinions are always wel 
justified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 
13:3; see Kesef Mishne there). 
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The Gemara records another halakha with regard to the daily griddle- 
cake offering brought by the High Priest. Concerning this offering, 
the verse states: “On a griddle it shall be made with oil; when it is 

soaked, you shall bring it in; and baked pieces of the meal-offering 

shall you offer for a sweet savor unto the Lord” (Leviticus 6:14). The 

juxtaposition of the words “you shall bring it in” to the words “and 

baked pieces” teaches that at the time that the meal-offering is 

brought, it is made into baked pieces, i.e., during that same day, and 

not before daybreak is it made into baked pieces. 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Tamid 1:3) that 
every day before the removal of the ashes from the altar, which was 
before daybreak, they assigned whoever made the griddle-cake 
offerings to make, i.e., bake, griddle-cakes?™ Rabbi Hiyya bar Aha 
said: All that they assigned him to do was to heat water for the 
boiling of the dough as part of the preparation of the griddle-cakes 
for the day. 


Having mentioned the baking of the High Priest’s griddle-cake 

offering, the Gemara addresses the various stages in the preparation 

of the offering. The verse implies that the offering must be fried, as 

it says: “On a griddle it shall be made with oil”; it also indicates that 
it must be scalded in water, as it says: “When it is soaked”; and it 

further teaches that it must be baked, as it says: “And baked pieces 

of the meal-offering shall you offer for a sweet savor unto the Lord.” 
As for the order of these procedures, Rabbi Yesa said in the name 

of Rabbi Hanina: He first fries it, and afterward he bakes it. Rabbi 
Aha said in the name of Rabbi Hanina: He first bakes it, and only 
afterward does he fry it. 


The Gemara notes that this dispute depends on another tannaitic 
dispute, as it was taught in a baraita that says with regard to the High 
Priest’s griddle-cake offering: “And baked pieces [tufinei] of the 
meal-offering” (Leviticus 6:14). This word is interpreted as it shall 
be baked when it is already half done [te’afena na], meaning that it 
is fried before it is baked. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: The word for 
baked pieces [tufinei] should be understood as meaning it must be 
baked when still beautiful [teafena na‘a]," i.e., before it is fried. 
Rabbi Dosa says: It shall be baked in an amplified manner, i.e., 
more than once. 


The Gemara explains: These disputes follow, i.e., match, those 
disputes mentioned earlier. The one who says, i.e., understands 
tufinei to mean that it must be baked when still beautiful [teafena 
na'a] is like the one who says that he first bakes it, and afterwards 
fries it. And the one who says tufinei should be interpreted as baked 
when half done [teafena na] is like the one who says that he first 
fries it, and only afterward does he bake it. 


The Gemara above cited the mishna in tractate Menahot that teaches 

that in the event of the death of the High Priest after having brought 

his morning griddle-cake offering, if another High Priest is appoint- 
ed that same day, the successor brings one-tenth of an ephah of his 

own, divides it into two, and offers one half for the evening griddle- 
cake offering. The Gemara clarifies this matter: Is this not the end 

of it, that is to say, is the halakha not restricted to the case where the 

High Priest died?" Rather, even if he became ritually impure after 
having brought the morning griddle-cake offering, another High 

Priest must bring a whole one-tenth of an ephah, divide it into two 

equal portions, and then sacrifice one half as the evening griddle- 
cake offering. And all the more so is this true, in accordance with 

this ruling, if the first High Priest was permanently disqualified be- 
cause he became disfigured by a blemish. 


The Gemara suggests an alternative: The mishna’s ruling extends 
even to cases where the first High Priest is found unfit because ofa 
permanent blemish. This scenario would require his successor to 
bring a new one-tenth of an ephah. However, in accordance with this 
ruling, temporary disqualification due to ritual impurity would not 
require the temporary High Priest to bring a separate meal-offering. 


oy 327 tg 92 TPT oa aA 
ban m2 box 


ava xd) naw dita piob pan 
Aap NMA IAY Ann ax 
wag: anb aba Dw bon 
z Tsh many 5i IADK TUY 
JEON nba - “AMIN” an sha 

APIT 


KOY TXI APN İN paw 27 
1- "oby pr gw maybwn 
Janne many 


TYPT? oe -0p 973" 


12 a 937.931 "naw Dina yt” 
97 NW nahn sya ban 
pow bwn aax an yaw 

may bwa ang Km 


mEn 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Rabbi Yehuda bar Pazzi of Bar Delaya’ taught: Even the first High 
Priest being found unfit because of a permanent blemish would 
require his successor to bring a new one-tenth of an ephah. How- 
ever, if the first High Priest became ritually impure and only tem- 
porarily suspended from his position, the second High Priest may 
use the first High Priest’s leftover half-tenth of an ephah for the 
evening griddle-cake offering. 


The mishna records a dispute among tanna’im with regard to the 
case of a High Priest who died. The first opinion is that until a new 
High Priest has been appointed, the griddle-cake offering is brought 
from public funds. Rabbi Yehuda disagrees, and argues that it should 
come from the property of the High Priest’s heirs. The Gemara re- 
counts a baraita about this issue: From where is it derived that if 
the High Priest died and another High Priest had not yet been 
appointed in his place, that his meal-offering should be brought 
from the property of the High Priest’s heirs? The verse states with 
regard to this offering: “And the anointed priest that shall be in his 
stead from among his sons shall bring it” (Leviticus 6:15). That is 
to say, he sacrifices it from the property of the sons of the High 
Priest. I might have thought that the heirs should bring this meal- 
offering in halves, half in the morning and half in the evening, as it 
is ordinarily brought by the High Priest. Therefore, the verse states: 

“Shall bring it” (Leviticus 6:15); I said that he should bring all of it 
as a single offering, and not in halves. This is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Shimon says: It comes only from public funds collected in 
the Temple treasury, as it is stated: “It is a statute forever to the 
Lord” (Leviticus 6:15), to be brought from those with whom a 
covenant was made, i.e., from the community with whom God 
entered into a covenant. 


The verse continues: “It shall be wholly burnt,” from which it 
may be derived that the griddle-cake offering is to be burnt in its 
entirety. In contrast to most meal-offerings, a handful of flour is 
not separated to be burned on the altar and no part of it is eaten by 
the priests, but rather the entire offering is burned on the altar. 


Returning to the dispute with regard to a High Priest who died, etc., 
whether the griddle-cake offering is brought from the his estate or 
comes from public funds, Rabbi Ba bar Memel, in the context of a 
parallel discussion (Menahot s1b), raised a difficulty: It would seem 
that the attribution of the opinion of Rabbi Shimon is reversed. 
There, that is, according to the mishna in Shekalim, he says that the 
original, Torah law was that the griddle-cake offering should be 
brought from the property of the late High Priest’s heirs. This is 
indicated by the fact that according to Rabbi Shimon, the griddle- 
cake offering is brought from public funds only by rabbinic ordi- 
nance as a condition of the court, implying that prior to the institu- 
tion of the ordinance, the halakha was that it be brought from the 
late High Priest’s estate. Whereas here, that is, in the baraita above 
and in tractate Menahot, Rabbi Shimon says that by Torah law it 
comes from public funds, as according to his opinion it is derived 
from the wording of the Torah: “It is a statute forever.” 


Rabbi Hiyya 


NOTES 


BACKGROU: 
Bar Delaya - mor 73: Rabbi Yeh 
Sages apparently lived in Bar De 
in the Jerusalem Talmud in seve 


(Shabbat 1:5); Bardelaya (Beitza 4:4); 


The place is iden 
about 14 km south of Beit She’an. 
Others identify Bar Delaya wit 
mentioned in the Mishna (Yevamot 
to the reading of the Jerusalem Ta 
along the road to Babylonia and is 


ND 

uda bar Pazzi and other 
aya. The name appears 
ral versions: Rav Delaya 
and Barzila (Megilla 1:6). 


ified today with the Arab village of Bardala, 


h the village of Beit Dali 
16:7) or Badela, according 
mud, which was located 
apparently the village of 


Dali near Huran in the Golan Heights. 


Golan Heights as seen from west of the Sea of Galilee 


Those with whom a covenant was made - nnna NaAw » 
b: Early commentaries explain that Rabbi Shimon derives the 
halakha governing the griddle-cake offering from the halakha 
governing the shewbread, by way of a verbal analogy between 
two instances of the phrase, “a statute forever” [hok olam]. With 
regard to the griddle-cake offering it says: “And the anointed 
priest that shall be in his stead from among his sons shall 
bring it; it is a statute forever [hok olam] to the Lord” (Leviticus 
6:15). With regard to the shewbread it says: “And it shall be for 
Aaron and his sons, and they shall eat it in a holy place; for it is 


most holy unto him of the offerings of the Lord made by fire, 
a statute forever [hok olam]" (Leviticus 24:9). Since with regard 
to the shewbread it says: “It is from the children of Israel, an 
everlasting covenant” (Leviticus 24:8), that is to say, the bread 
is brought from the children of Israel to Him Who entered into 
an everlasting covenant with them, so too the griddle-cake 
offering is brought from the children of Israel, i.e., from the 
communal treasury, in certain situations, e.g., where the High 
Priest died and a substitute had not yet been appointed in his 
place (Ra‘avad, commentary to Torat Kohanim). 
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Isn't the difficulty legitimate - nypa KT mx? xy: This 
sentence can be understood in two different ways. The first 
is that Rabbi Hiyya bar Ba posed this as a question, express- 
ing his agreement with the question raised by Rabbi Ba bar 
Memel. What he meant is: Is there anybody who says that 
Rabbi Ba bar Memel did not ask a proper question? The 
alternative is that it is an assertion that Rabbi Ba bar Memel 
did not ask a good question, as in Rabbi Hiyya bar Ba's opin- 
ion there is no contradiction. This is immediately explained 
in the Gemara (Korban HaEida, second explanation). 


A whole one-tenth in the morning and a whole one- 
tenth in the evening - wawy pa tahun nnw myw: 
The later commentaries disagree with regard to the manner 
in which this whole one-tenth of an ephah was brought. 
Some suggest that the whole one-tenth was not sacrificed 
in the same way as the half-tenth brought by the High 
Priest himself. The High Priest would bring twelve loaves 
made from one-tenth of an ephah of flour, divide them into 
wo, and sacrifice six loaves in the morning and six loaves 
in the evening. But when a whole one-tenth of an ephah 
was brought in the morning and a whole one-tenth of an 
ephah was brought in the evening, twelve loaves would 
be sacrificed on each occasion (Tiferet Yisrael). Others say 
hat the whole one-tenth was brought in the same way 
as the half-tenth: in both cases six loaves were brought in 
he morning and six loaves were brought in the evening, 
hough obviously if it was from a whole tenth, the loaves 
were twice the size (Minhat Hinukh). 
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bar Ba said: Isn't the difficulty raised by Rabbi Ba bar Memel 
legitimate?" 


The Gemara answers that when Rabbi Yaakov bar Aha came, he 

said that Rabbi Abbahu said in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: In 

the case where the High Priest has died and not yet been replaced, 
by Torah law, the griddle-cake offering comes from public funds, 
as is derived from the words: “It is a statute forever.” Rabbi Shimon 

did not mean to imply otherwise. As it is not a public offering but 
the High Priest’s personal one, I might have said that it should be 

collected from the heirs’ property. Therefore, to ensure compli- 
ance with the Torah law, the Sages instituted that it should come 

from the collection of the Temple treasury chamber. 


§ The mishna taught that a griddle-cake offering that was brought 
in the interim between the tenures of two High Priests was not 
brought in halves, morning and evening. Instead, a whole one- 
tenth of an ephah was sacrificed. Rabbi Yosei said that Rabbi 
Yohanan raised a dilemma: What does this mean? Is a whole 
one-tenth of an ephah brought in the morning, and then a whole 
one-tenth of an ephah again in the evening?" Or was a whole 
one-tenth of an ephah brought in the morning, and since they 
already brought one-tenth of an ephah that day, it was canceled 
in the evening? 


When that question was resolved for him, it gave rise to other 
questions. The original question was resolved by reference to the 
verse, as it is written: “This is the offering of Aaron and of his sons, 
which they shall offer unto the Lord in the day when he is anoint- 
ed: The tenth part of an ephah of fine flour for a meal-offering 
perpetually, half of it in the morning, and half thereof in the 
evening” (Leviticus 6:13). The word “perpetually” indicates that 
the griddle-cake offering is always brought both in the morning 
and in the evening. 


A further question: What is the halakha with regard to the three 
log of oil that the High Priest would bring every day together with 
his griddle-cake offering, half in the morning and half in the eve- 
ning? Is the halakha with regard to the oil the same, i.e., that three 
log of oil were brought in the morning and three log of oil were 
brought again in the evening? Or was only a log and a half 
brought in the morning and another log and a half brought in 
the evening? 


Rabbi Hizkiya said that Rabbi Yohanan also wonders about this: 
What is the halakha with regard to the two handfuls of frankin- 
cense that were ordinarily brought every day together with the 

High Priest’s griddle-cake offering, one with the morning offering 
and the other together with the evening offering? Is the halakha 

with regard to the frankincense the same as that of the griddle- 
cake offering, i.e., that two handfuls of frankincense were brought 
in the morning and two handfuls of frankincense were brought 
again in the evening? Or was only one handful brought in the 

morning and one handful brought in the evening? 


Rabbi Yosei said: Didn’t they learn (18b) that the amount of 
frankincense brought along with a meal-offering must be a hand- 
ful by way of analogy to the handful of flour that must be taken 
from a sinner’s meal-offering? This being the case, the halakha 
in the issue under discussion should also be learned from the ha- 
lakha governing meal-offerings in general. Just as there, when the 
quantity of flour is doubled two handfuls of frankincense are re- 
quired, here too, since two-tenths of an ephah are brought, the 
measure of the frankincense must also be doubled, that is to say, 
two handfuls are required. 
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The Gemara rejects this proof: Whether the measure of frankin- 
cense is doubled when a meal-offering is doubled is not complete- 


ly clear: Just as there, with regard to meal-offerings in general, he 
requires a resolution, i.e., he does not know the answer as to wheth- 
er a double measure of frankincense is required when the quantity 
of flour is doubled, so too here, with regard to the High Priest's 
griddle-cake offering, he requires a resolution as to whether a 
double measure is required. 
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Rabbi Hizkiya addresses the previous question about the three log 
of oil brought as part of the High Priest’s griddle-cake offering. He 
said: Didn’t they learn that three log of oil must be brought along 
with the griddle-cake offering from the daily evening offering, 
as this is the measure of oil that must be brought as part of this 


offering? Accordingly, just as there, in the case of the daily evening 
offering the measure of oil is three log per one-tenth of an ephah 
of flour, so too in the case where the griddle-cake offering is 
brought from a whole one-tenth of an ephah, it is accompanied by 
three log of oil both in the morning and in the evening. 
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The Gemara rejects this proof as well: And just as there, when the 
daily meal offering is doubled he requires a resolution with regard 


to the measure of oil, here too with regard to the High Priest’s 
griddle-cake offering, he requires a resolution as to whether only 
the original three log are brought, or whether three log are brought 
for each measure of one-tenth of an ephah of flour. 
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§ The mishna taught that one who derives benefit from the ashes 
ofa red heifer is not liable for misusing property consecrated to the 
Temple. Rabbi Shimon bar Nahman said in the name of Rabbi 
Yonatan: By Torah law one should be liable for misusing it, i.e., 


the ashes of a red heifer, as it is consecrated to the Temple, but the 
Sages decreed that one is not liable. 
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This, however, is difficult, as it was taught otherwise in the follow- 
ing baraita: With regard to a red heifer, the verse states: “It is a 
sin-offering” (Numbers 19:9), which teaches that a red heifer is 
treated like a sin-offering in that one is liable for misusing conse- 


crated property with it, i.e., the animal itself. Only with it, the ani- 
mal itself, is one liable" for misusing consecrated property, but he 
is not liable for misusing consecrated property with its ashes." 
Therefore, it is clear from the baraita that by Torah law one is not 
liable for misusing the ashes of a red heifer. 


With it is one liable - pwin ma: In the parallel passage in 
the Babylonian Talmud (Menahot 51b), Tosafot write that the 
word: Sin-offering was not needed to derive the that a red 
heifer is subject to the halakhot of misusing consecrated 
property. Rather, it was only meant to teach that there can 
be further liability for misusing the red heifer even after it 
had already been misused. Since a red heifer is considered 
property consecrated for Temple maintenance, there was no 
need to teach that it is subject to the halakhot of misuse, as 
all property consecrated for Temple maintenance is subject 
o those halakhot. However, it was necessary to teach that it 
is subject to the halakhot of misuse after misuse, in contrast 
o ordinary property consecrated for Temple maintenance for 
which the first misuse already removes it from its sacred status. 
This is not true of property consecrated to the altar, for there 
he misuse does not remove the property from its sacred status, 
and so the second misuse was also performed on consecrated 
property. 

Some later commentaries argue that the derivation was 
needed to teach that a red heifer is subject to the halakhot of 
misuse, as without it one might have thought that a red heifer 
is not even considered property consecrated for Temple main- 
tenance. It is only a means for purification, and so it should be 


NOTES 


treated like public ritual baths, which do not have the sanctity of 
property consecrated to the Temple treasury (Sefat Emet; Rabbi 
Yitzhak Ze'ev Soloveitchik; Korban Aharon; Hazon Ish). 

As for the assumption in Tosafot that a red heifer is con- 
sidered property consecrated to the Temple treasury, the 
later commentaries discuss at length whether a red heifer is 
considered property consecrated for Temple maintenance or 
property consecrated to the altar. Some distinguish between 
its status before it is slaughtered, when it has only the sanctity 
of property consecrated for Temple maintenance and conse- 
quently can be redeemed, and its status after it is slaughtered, 
when it is considered property consecrated to the altar and 
consequently can no longer be redeemed (Rabbi Yitzhak Ze'ev 
Soloveitchik). 


But he is not liable for misusing consecrated property with 
its ashes - mN povin pPI: The Gemara here mentions only 
the word sin-offering, but elsewhere (Menahot 52a) it brings 
the full derivation, which is based on the word: It. Tosafot in 
Menahot ask: Given the general principle that the ashes of 
consecrated objects are permitted (Temura 34a), why is it nec- 
essary to derive from the word: It, that the status of the ashes 
of a red heifer differs from that of the red heifer itself, such 


that by Torah law they are not subject to the halakhot of mis- 
using consecrated property? They explain that the principle 
applies only to cases where the burning of the consecrated 
object was a case of misuse of consecrated property, so that 
it reverted to a non-sacred state. In the case of a red heifer, 
however, the burning of the animal is not a case of misuse 
of consecrated property, and the ashes ought not to become 
non-sacred. A special derivation from the word: It, is conse- 
quently required to teach that they nevertheless do become 
non-sacred. 

Tosafot add that the special derivation might be required 
for another reason: One might have thought that the ashes of 
the red heifer are different from the ashes of other consecrated 
property, since they come into being through a mitzva. The 
nature of the red heifer is that it is designated to be reduced 
to ashes through burning, and one might have thought that 
its sanctity would be preserved in its ashes. Tosafot further 
distinguish between other ashes, where the mitzva associ- 
ated with them has already been completed, and the ashes 
of a red heifer, where the mitzva associated with them has 
not yet been performed, namely, to be mixed with water and 
sprinkled on the ritually impure as part of the purification 
process. 
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Rabbi Abbahu said: Indeed, there is no liability by Torah law for 
misusing the ashes of a red heifer. At first, however, the priests 
would treat the sanctity of the ashes lightly and would clean 
themselves [mishtakshekin]" with them and even apply them 
to their wounds" as medicine. And the Sages therefore decreed 
that one becomes liable for misusing consecrated property with 
them, the ashes." But when they saw that the priests restrained 
themselves and no longer used the ashes for anything except 
purification water, the Sages reverted to the Torah law and de- 
creed that one does not become liable for misusing consecrated 
property if he derives benefit from a red heifer’s ashes." 


§ The mishna taught, with regard to the replacements for dis- 
qualified pairs of bird-offerings, that they should come from 
public funds. Rabbi Yosei disagreed and said that whoever sup- 
plies all the pairs of bird-offerings to the Temple must also supply, 
at no extra charge, the replacements for the disqualified birds. 
Having mentioned the pairs of bird-offerings, the Gemara repeats 
the discussion from earlier in the chapter. The mishna there (19a) 
taught that if money was found between the horn marked pairs of 
bird-offerings and the horn marked doves for burnt-offerings, it 
is allocated to doves for burnt-offerings, and is used exclusively 
for that purpose. 


The Gemara asks: If so, how does this woman, who had placed 
the money for her offering in the horn marked pairs of bird- 
offerings, achieve atonement? A woman who gave birth or is a 
zava must bring a pair of bird-offerings, one as a burnt-offering 
and the other as a sin-offering, as part of her purification process. 
If that money has now been allocated to doves for burnt-offerings, 
she has not completed the process. 


Rabbi Yitzhak said: It is a condition of the court that whoever 
supplies the Temple with the pairs of birds, he also supplies 
extra birds to replace those birds that are disqualified or lost. 
Therefore, in any event the woman will have brought both a burnt- 
offering and a sin-offering. 


NOTES 


They would clean themselves [mishtakshekin] - v7 
PpwpAwn: This word denotes washing, cleaning, and scour- 
ing (see Bereishit Rabba, Vayeitzei 69:5). It may be derived from 
the word shikhshukh, which is referring to moving a part of the 
body or an object in water. 


And apply them to their wounds - »33 by ADIK pani 
pnia: Rav Ashi (Menahot 52a) maintains that applying 
ashes to a wound is permitted even though it might appear 
to involve a prohibition, as the ashes may look like a tattoo 
and consequently be included in the prohibition: “You shall 
not make any cuttings in your flesh for the dead, nor imprint 
any marks upon you" (Leviticus 19:28; Makkot 21a). This is be- 
cause it is clearly evident that the ashes are being applied for 
a healing purpose. However, although applying the ashes 
of the red heifer on wounds was technically permitted, it 
smacked of disrespect for consecrated objects (Tosafot on 
Menahot 52a). 


The Sages decreed that one becomes liable for misusing 
with them - 7a bynw m: The early authorities (on Menahot 
52a) disagree with regard to the nature of this decree. Some 
say that when the Sages saw that people were treating the 
ashes of a red heifer lightly, they decreed that the ashes are 


subject to the halakhot of misusing consecrated property, 
even though according to Torah law they are not subject 
to these halakhot (Rashi). Others maintain that the Sages 
decreed that the ashes are consecrated with sanctity that 
inheres in their value. Once this consecration is in effect, one 
who derives benefit from the ashes is liable by Torah law for 
misusing consecrated property (Shita Mekubbeizet, citing 
Rashi). 


They decreed that one does not become liable...from 

the ashes - 7a ym Kw wa: In the wake of the rabbinic 
decree, not only did people stop using the ashes for medicinal 

purposes, they even began to avoid using the ashes to purify 
doubtful cases of ritual impurity, lest they misuse them. When 

the Sages saw that their decree had undesirable consequenc- 
es, they canceled it and reverted to the Torah law, according to 

which the ashes of a red heifer are not subject to the halakhot 
of misusing consecrated property (Rambam's Commentary 

on the Mishna, Shekalim). Later commentaries note that this 

conclusion may be applied to other rabbinic decrees, so that 
if the Sages issued a certain decree for some reason, and the 

decree achieved its purpose so that the reason was no longer 
relevant, there is room for the Sages to cancel the decree as it 
is no longer needed (Korban Aharon). 
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This chapter dealt primarily with questions that arise when an object is found and its 

status needs to be determined. The chapter began with a discussion of money found 

between different collection horns; the Gemara determined where it should be al- 
located based on proximity, while in cases where the proximate source cannot easily 
be established the money is treated in accordance with the more stringent possibility. 
A similar question arose with regard to money found in the city of Jerusalem. As the 

site of the Temple, a large portion of the money reaching the city was consecrated 

money, and this must be taken into account. Similarly, the question of both animals 

and pieces of meat found either in Jerusalem or its proximity was addressed, with at- 
tention to the fact that in and around the Temple these were likely to be consecrated. 
The discussion then proceeded to touch on the general case of found foodstuffs, both 

with regard to whether the finder can take possession of them and whether he can 

assume that they are kosher. 


In this context, the Gemara also addressed the issue of kosher meat that has been left 
unobserved, such that it is at least possible that it was replaced with non-kosher meat. 
Some authorities were very stringent with regard to such meat, even when there is 
no reasonable concern that the meat is not kosher, while others were lenient when 
it is reasonable to assume that the meat is kosher and belongs to a Jew. 


Another topic that was dealt with at length in this chapter is that of a wafer-offering, 
the special meal-offering brought each day by the High Priest. This offering occupies 
a unique position in that, on the one hand, it is a personal obligation of the High 
Priest, while, on the other hand, it is a general communal obligation as part of the 
fixed sacrificial service in the Temple. When a High Priest dies, and his successor has 
yet to be appointed, the question arises as to how this offering is brought and who 
is responsible for it. The Gemara also considered the extent to which the manner of 
sacrificing the wafer-offering is affected by these circumstances. 
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This chapter focuses on matters of ritual purity. In a sense, it continues a theme from 
the previous chapter in that it begins with a discussion of found items, though here 
it is with regard to their status as ritually pure or impure. From there the Gemara 
addresses the difficulties involved given that many people in Jerusalem needed to 
remain ritually pure in order to enter the Temple, yet they lived alongside others 
who were impure. Since it was not always possible to know who was pure and who 
was impure, the Gemara also deals with questions of contact with other people and 
objects whose status with regard to ritual impurity is unclear. 


The Gemara then proceeds to discuss how to relate to consecrated items or the flesh 
of offerings that have become impure. With regard to vessels and the like, the ques- 
tion is whether to purify them on Temple grounds or outside; with regard to the flesh 
of offerings, the question is whether to burn them in the Temple or outside it. There 
is an additional discussion regarding the places where the parts of the offerings are 
placed before they are put on the altar to be burnt. 


Eventually the Gemara returns to the main theme of this tractate and raises the 
question of what to do with funds collected as shekels and other Temple donations 
once the Temple was destroyed. One part of this discussion focuses on funds conse- 
crated while the Temple still stood that remained after the destruction. The chapter, 
and the entire tractate, closes with the topic of consecration of money or objects in 
the present day, as they cannot be used in the absence of the Temple. The Gemara 
considers the extent to which such consecrations are effective and, when they are, 
whether one should refrain entirely from imparting sanctity to objects, money, and 
animals, as people are liable to misuse them. 


Introduction to 
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HALAKHA 1 » MISHNA he mishna discusses the ritual 
purity of items found either in the Temple or in Jerusalem and its 
environs, in continuation of the previous chapter’s discussion of 
found money, animals, or meat. All the spittle’ that is found in 
Jerusalem’ is ritually pure." Since neither ritually impure people 
nor gentiles were commonly present in Jerusalem, the Sages de- 
creed an exception to the rule that spittle that is found is ritually 
impure since it presumably comes from one of those groups. This 
is the case except for spittle found in the upper marketplace, 
where gentiles and ritually impure Jews were likely to be present. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Rabbi Yosei says: On all the other days of the year, i.e., any day 
that is not on one of the three pilgrim Festivals, Passover, Shavuot, 
and Sukkot, spittle that is found in the middle of the street is ritu- 
ally impure, and spittle that is found on the sides of the street is 
ritually pure. According to Rabbi Yosei, it was common for people 
who were ritually impure to be present in the streets of Jerusalem. 
They would be careful to walk in the middle of the street, while the 
ritually pure who wished to remain so would walk on the sides. 
Therefore, it is reasonable to presume that spittle found in the mid- 
dle of the street is from one who is impure, while spittle found on 
the side of the street is from one who is pure. But during the time 
of the Festival, when most of the people in Jerusalem were there 
for the Festival and were ritually pure, the spittle found in the 
middle of the street was ritually pure, and that found on the sides 
of the street was ritually impure. The difference is due to the fact 
that at the time of the Festival, the ritually impure minority moves 
to the sides of the streets. 


The mishna continues: All the vessels that are found in Jerusalem” 
on the way down into the bathhouse, wherein one purifies vessels 
in a ritual bath, are ritually impure, and those that are found on the 
way up" are ritually pure. The mishna explains: Their descent into 
the bathhouse is not by the same route as their ascent out of it, and 
it can be assumed that those found on the way down have not yet 
been immersed, while those found on the way up have been. This 
is the statement of Rabbi Meir. However, Rabbi Yosei says: They 
are all ritually pure, except for the basket, and the shovel,’ and 
the meritza,® which are specifically used for graves, to gather up 
the bones of the dead. These tools must be presumed to be ritually 
impure, but in general, vessels are presumed to be pure. 


NOTES 
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HALAKHA 

Spittle that is found in Jerusalem - pya ppt 
p>wra: The Sages decreed that on any day of the year 
besides the pilgrim Festivals, spittle found in the middle 
of the streets of Jerusalem is impure like spittle found any- 
where else. However, spittle found on the side of the street 
is ritually pure, since those who were vigilant about the 
halakhot of ritual purity would walk on the sides of the 
street in order not to be rendered ritually impure by coming 
into contact with an am ha‘aretz, who was not so careful. 
During the pilgrim Festivals, spittle found in the middle of 
Jerusalem's streets is ritually pure, for all the Jews are ritually 
pure during the Festival and they walk down the middle 
of the street. Spittle found on the sides of the streets is 
impure, for those who are ritually impure are the minority, 
and therefore they walk on the sides of the street. This ruling 
is in accordance with Rabbi Yosei’s opinion (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 13:8). 


BACKGROUND 
Shovel — 75°93”: This is referring to several possible tools. 
When it is associated with a basket, as it is here, it means 
a shovel with a wide head and a long handle, held in both 
hands, used for digging as well as the collection of bones 
for burial. It was additionally used to shovel dried figs (Rashi, 
Shabbat 122b). This shovel could be made of metal or wood. 


Meritza — 7%: In modern Hebrew, a meritza is a wheel- 
barrow, but that is not what the Gemara is referring to here. 

In this context, meritza means a tool similar to a pickax, also 

called a dolabra, with which one could extract large stones 

and then push them into place to close a burial cave. 


Roman dolabras 


All the spittle - Ppa: The mishna (Teharot 4:5) explains that 
the Sages decreed that spittle found in the markets and streets 
is ritually impure out of concern that it came from people who 
were ritually impure as a result of impurity due to bodily emis- 
sions, i.e. a zav, a zava, a menstruating woman, and a woman 
after childbirth. Similarly, the Sages decreed that a gentile has 
the impurity of a zav or zava, even though biblically there is 
no ritual impurity for gentiles. The Sages also decreed that 
the spittle of an am haʻaretz must be avoided, as he cannot be 
expected to be careful about ritual impurity. The spittle found 
in Jerusalem has a different status, as the Gemara explains. 


Spittle that is found in Jerusalem is ritually pure — ppg 
puny phys PRL: This leniency is based upon the fact 
that only a minority of the people in Jerusalem were ritually 
impure. In other places, the impure were presumably also a 
minority; nevertheless, the Sages decreed ritual impurity on 
spittle found in any other place, since there was a significant 
minority who were impure (Josafot, Avoda Zara 40b, s.v. kol 
hatzelamim). In Jerusalem the impure were an insignificant 


minority, as one who was classified as a zav would refrain from 
entering the city. Furthermore, although a significant minority 
of women were impure due to menstruation, women did not 
frequent the streets and markets, as “all the glory of the king's 
daughter is on the inside” (Psalms 45:14; Tiferet Yisrael). 


The vessels that are found in Jerusalem - pya mon 
obvi: The mishna (Jeharot 4:5) explains that the Sages 
decreed that all vessels found in the markets and streets are 
ritually impure, out of concern that they had been rendered 
impure by contact with a corpse. The streets of Jerusalem are 
an exception to this rule. 


The way down ...and the way up - Py yt. TIT: 
Some explain that vessels that had already been immersed 
would be positioned in a different manner than those that had 
not. According to this interpretation, Rabbi Meir’s statement 
that their descent into the bathhouse is not the same as their 
ascent out of it is referring to the vessels’ position (Me’ir/). Others 
explain that there were two paths into the bathhouse: The en- 
trance, or way down, for the impure, and the exit, or way up, for 


those who had already immersed themselves. This would help 
ensure that the ritually pure would avoid coming into contact 
with the impure. According to this reading, Rabbi Meir's state- 
ment is referring to the distinct entrances and exits (Rosh; Rav 
Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh; Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). 


Ancient ritual bath in Jerusalem witht two openings 
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HALAKHA 


The vessels that are found in Jerusalem...a knife that was 
found on the fourteenth - pap..cbwrva pya Dhan 
Wy YINI NKYA: All the vessels that are found in Jerusa- 
em are ritually pure, even if they were found on the way down 
o the place of immersion, except for vessels used to deal with 
he bones of a corpse. The Sages decreed that vessels found in 
Jerusalem are ritually pure except for knives used to slaughter 
offerings, due to the gravity with which offerings are regarded. 
However, if the knife is found on the fourteenth of Nisan, it 
can be used to slaughter an offering immediately, even if the 
fourteenth of Nisan occurs on Shabbat, as the Sages did not 
decree knives found on the fourteenth of Nisan to be ritually 
impure. This ruling is in accordance with Rabbi Yosei’s opinion 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 13:5; Ra’avad; 
Kesef Mishne). 


A knife that was found...on the thirteenth — ... nx¥raw p30 
wy mwhwa: If one finds a knife on the thirteenth of Nisan, one 
sprinkles purification water on it and immerses it before using 
it. According to the Ra‘avad, there is no need to sprinkle it; it is 
sufficient just to immerse it (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 13:6). 


LANGUAGE 
Cleaver [kofitz] - y*Dip: From the Greek komtic, kopis, a person, 
tool, or machine that chops. Typically, it is a large knife used to 
slice or chop up hard items. 


A large chopping knife, or cleaver, used to cut meat 
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The mishna continues with another ruling about ritual purity: 
One may slaughter immediately with a knife that was found" 
on the fourteenth of Nisan, i.e., the day the Paschal lamb 
is slaughtered, and need not be concerned that it is ritually im- 
pure. Presumably it was immersed the day before so that it could 
be used to slaughter the Paschal offering. If he found it on the 
thirteenth" of Nisan, he immerses it again." Perhaps its owners 
had not yet immersed it, since they still had time to do so before 
the evening. 


If one finds a cleaver [kofitz],+ which is used to slaughter an 
animal and break its bones, whether it was on this day, i.e., the 
fourteenth, or on that day, i.e., the thirteenth, he immerses it 
again" out of doubt. Since breaking the bones of the Paschal 
lamb is prohibited, its owners would have no need for it on the 
fourteenth, and it cannot be presumed that it has already been 
immersed to make it ritually pure. However, if the fourteenth 
occurs on Shabbat, he may slaughter with the cleaver immedi- 
ately. Since immersing a vessel is prohibited on Shabbat, and 
presumably the owner of the cleaver wants it to be ritually pure 
on the fifteenth, one can assume that he immersed it already on 


Friday, the thirteenth of Nisan. It is therefore ritually pure. 


NOTES 


A knife that was found - nyn pap: The Meiiri (Pesahim 
70a) explains why the principle that vessels found in Jeru- 
salem are presumed to be pure does not apply to knives: 
Since most vessels are carried together in a bag or a basket, 
people ensure that they are ritually pure so that they do not 
render one another impure. Knives are generally not carried 
together in a basket with other vessels, so it is conceivable 
that one would not takes pains to ensure that a knife does 
not become impure. 


One may slaughter immediately with a knife that was 
found on the fourteenth - vnit wy YINI Nxynw [sb 
“a ra: After immersion, a person or a vessel does not become 
fully pure until the conclusion of the day upon which the 
immersion took place. Until dark such a person is called a 
tevul yom, i.e., one who immersed that day. By Torah law, one 
who immersed himself that day does not render items fully 
impure, in that they cannot subsequently render other things 
impure, but he does render them unfit for consecrated use. 
However, the Sages decreed that one who immersed that day 
does render items impure. According to the opinion of Abba 
Shaul, he confers first-degree ritual impurity, and according to 
the opinion of the Rabbis, he confers second-degree impurity 
(Me'ila 8a). 

A knife that was found on the fourteenth of Nisan can 
be presumed to have been immersed by its owners the 
day before, so that it will become ritually pure at nightfall of 
he thirteenth, enabling its use in time for the slaughtering 
of the Paschal lamb on the fourteenth. If the knife were found 
on the thirteenth, there are no grounds for such a presump- 
ion. The owners may not yet have immersed it, as there is still 
ime left to do so before sunset. 


He immerses it again - baum miw: The Rambam explains 
hat this phrase means to sprinkle purification water on the 
nife to remove any possible ritual impurity imparted from a 
corpse, and then to immerse it. In his opinion, the instruction 


could not mean merely to immerse it again, since the moti- 
vation for immersing at all is the presumption that it has not 
yet been immersed. 


A cleaver. ..whether it was on this day or on that day, he 
immerses it again — Daum miw ma Ma Yip: Since it is 
prohibited to break the bones of the Paschal lamb, there is no 
presumption that the cleaver was immersed in time for use 
on the fourteenth. The Gemara (Pesahim 70a-b) asks: Since it 
was customary to bring a Festival peace-offering along with 
the Paschal lamb to ensure that there was enough meat to 
satisfy the entire group, and it is permitted to break the bones 
of a Festival peace-offering, why do we not presume that a 
cleaver found on the fourteenth was purified in order to use 
it to cut up the Festival peace-offering? 

The Gemara there offers two answers: First, it answers that 
the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of ben Teima 
that the Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth takes on 
some of the halakhot of the Paschal lamb and it is forbidden 
to break its bones as well. 

Second, the Gemara points out that even if one sub- 
scribes to the Rabbis’ opinion, that a Festival peace-offering 
on the fourteenth is no different from any other Festival 
peace-offering and its bones may be broken, there are two 
overlapping doubts with regard to whether the owner of the 
cleaver would sacrifice a Festival peace-offering. First, the 
owner's group may not require an additional offering if it is 
small enough that the Paschal lamb will suffice. Second, it is 
possible that most of the populace will become impure; this 
would be the case if, for example, the Nasi would die and 
everyone was obligated to occupy themselves with his burial. 
In such a situation, the Paschal lamb is nevertheless sacrificed, 
but it is prohibited to add the Festival peace-offering, since it 
may not be offered when one is impure. In such a case of two 
overlapping doubts, it cannot be presumed that there would 
be a Festival peace-offering and that therefore the cleaver was 
immersed on the thirteenth. 
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If the cleaver was found on the fifteenth of Nisan, i.e., if it was 
found on the Festival itself, he may slaughter with it immediately. 
The owners of the cleaver would have immersed it so that they 
could use it on the fifteenth to cut up the bones ofa Festival peace- 
offering. If the cleaver was found attached to a knife," it is like a 
knife, i.e., if it was found on the thirteenth of Nisan it is presumed 
impure, and if it was found on the fourteenth he may slaughter with 
it immediately, as it was certainly immersed on the day before. 


GEMARA The mishna taught that according to Rabbi Meir, all 
spittle that is found in Jerusalem is ritually pure, except if it were 
found in the upper marketplace. With regard to this, Rabbi Avin 
in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi explains: A fortress 
[katzran] of gentiles was there" in the upper marketplace. The 
Sages decreed that gentiles have the ritual impurity of a zav (see 
Shabbat 17b and Nidda 34a), therefore their spittle is impure. The 
Roman soldiers were gentiles, so any spittle found in the upper 
marketplace was presumably theirs. 


The Gemara recounts an incident about this fortress. Rabbi 
Hanina said: Once they were killing wild donkeys’ in Jerusalem, 
to feed the lions in the circus (see Menahot 103b), and the pilgrims 
coming to Jerusalem to celebrate the Festival were wading in 
blood up to their ankles from the large amount of blood coming 
from the wild donkeys. And they came before the Sages to find 
out if they had been rendered ritually impure, and they, the Sages, 
did not say anything, as the blood of an animal carcass does not 
render one ritually impure, even though the carcass itself does. 
Where did this story take place? Rabbi Shimon bar Abba said in 
the name of Rabbi Hanina: There was a gentile, i.e., Roman, 
fortress there, in the upper marketplace of Jerusalem, and that was 
where they were killing the wild donkeys. 


Apropos the ritual impurity of blood from an animal carcass, the 
Gemara recounts that Rabbi Simon said in the name of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi: There was an incident with regard to a mule 
from Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s household that died, and the Sages 
ruled its blood to be ritually pure and not subject to the impu- 
rity imparted by an animal carcass. On this topic, Rabbi Elazar 
asked Rabbi Simon: Up to how much blood from an animal 
carcass does not render one ritually impure? And he did not an- 
swer him. He then went and asked Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi. 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, said to him: Up to the size of a quarter- 
log’ is ritually pure; more than that is ritually impure. And 
Rabbi Elazar was annoyed that Rabbi Simon did not respond 
with the halakha that the minimal size for ritual impurity is a 
quarter-log, as he certainly heard it from Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi. 


_ NOTES - 


A fortress [katzran] of gentiles was there - my 0°13 by ns? 
Bw: An alternate explanation interprets the word katzran to 
mean launderers rather than fortress. Accordingly, the upper 
marketplace was populated by gentile launderers, and there- 
fore any spittle found there was presumed impure, as the Sages 
decreed that gentiles have the ritual impurity of a zav (Korban 
Netanel; Tiklin Haditin). 


Up to the size of a quarter-log - My») ty: The opinion that a 
quarter-log of the blood of an animal carcass confers ritual im- 
purity is that of Beit Hillel according to Rabbi Yehuda (Eduyyot 
5:1). A different mishna records Rabbi Yehoshua ben Beteira’s 
testimony that the blood of an animal carcass is ritually pure 


(Eduyyot 8:1). The minimal measure of a quarter-log is derived 
from the fact that that amount of blood, when dried, measures 
approximately an olive-bulk. Ra‘avad explains (Eduyyot 5:1) that 
since dried blood is similar to the meat of the animal, the Sages 
decreed that it imparts ritual impurity as well. They further 
decreed that even in liquid form, the same amount of blood 
will confer impurity. Later authorities inferred from Ra’avad’s 
explanation that the blood of an animal carcass is a source of 
ritual impurity only by rabbinic law. This is evident from the fact 
that the minimal measure is a quarter-/og. If it were the case 
that animal carcass blood conferred impurity by Torah law, then 
the minimum amount would be an olive-bulk, as an olive-bulk 
is the standard minimal measure (Avi Ezri). 


If the cleaver were found attached to a knife - naxx 
ped MW: If one found, whether on the Festival or not, 
one knife attached to another knife, then if the state of purity 
is known with regard to one of them, then the other has the 
same status, be it pure or impure. This ruling is in accordance 
with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot 
HaTumot 13:7). 


| BACKGROUND — 
Wild donkeys — nitiw: The wild donkey or onager, Equus 
hemionus, is an untamed animal that lives in the desert. 
Nowadays it survives mostly in the Asian deserts, and it is 
often mentioned in the Bible as a symbol of freedom and 
lack of inhibition. 


Onagers 
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BACKGROUND 


Quarter-log — mya: A unit of liquid measurement. 
n Hebrew, it is literally a quarter. Unless indicated 
otherwise, a quarter refers to a quarter-log. The /og is 
a talmudic measurement of volume equal to six egg- 
bulks, which is equivalent to approximately 346 ml 
according to Rabbi Hayyim Na’e’s standard method 
of converting talmudic measurements. A quarter-log 
measures approximately 86.5 ml, or slightly less than 
half a cup. 

The quarter-/og is a standard unit of measurement 
in certain matters. For example, a quarter-/og is the 
minimum amount of wine over which kiddush may 
be recited, the amount of wine for which a nazirite is 
punished for drinking, and the minimum quantity of 
certain edible liquids for which one is liable for violat- 
ing the prohibition against transferring objects from 
one domain to another on Shabbat. A quarter-log of 
blood from a corpse confers ritual impurity. 


NOTES 


Ritually pure in that it does not render an item sus- 
ceptible to impurity - v qiy: A food item 
does not become susceptible to ritual impurity unless 
it comes into contact with water, or one of six other 
liquids. The seven liquids that cause an item to become 
susceptible to impurity are wine, honey, oil, milk, dew, 
blood, and water (Makhshirin 6:4). Once it has come 
into contact with one of these liquids, food is suscep- 
tible to impurity, even if it subsequently becomes dry. 
Only these seven liquids can confer susceptibility to 
impurity, as it appears from the Gemara’s interpretation 
of the testimony of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Petora that 
animal carcass blood does not render food susceptible 
to impurity. 


HALAKHA 
The blood of a creeping animal - yw 07: Blood 
of a creeping animal has the same status as its flesh 
and the two combine to form the requisite lentil-bulk 
for ritual impurity as long as it is attached to the flesh. 
This is in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 4:7). 
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The Gemara continues: Rav Beivai was sitting and teaching this story 
of the mule from Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s household, in which the Sages 
ruled that the blood of a carcass does not render one impure. Rabbi 
Yitzhak bar Bisna said to him: Up to how much blood from an animal 
carcass does not render one ritually impure? Rav Beivai said to him: Up 
to a quarter-log’ is ritually pure; more than that is impure. And then 
he kicked him. 


Rabbi Zerika said to Rav Beivai: You kicked him because he asked 

you a question? He said to Rabbi Zerika: Because my mind was un- 
settled, and not because he did anything wrong. As Rabbi Hanin said 

in expounding the verse: “And your life shall hang in doubt before you; 

and you shall fear night and day, and shall have no assurance of your life” 
(Deuteronomy 28:66). “And your life shall hang in doubt before you”; 

this is one who buys for himself wheat for a year, who has no financial 

security with regard to the following year. “And you shall fear night and 

day”; this is one who is so poor that he buys wheat from the store- 
keeper a bit at a time, with the attendant concern that he might not have 

enough for the morrow. “And shall have no assurance of your life”; 

this is one who is so poor he buys from the baker and cannot afford to 

buy wheat in advance to assure even one future meal. And I rely on the 

baker, i.e., I am on this lowest level of poverty, and therefore I do not 

have the presence of mind to answer his questions. 


The Gemara asks: What then is the halakhic ruling regarding the ritual 
impurity of the blood of an animal carcass? In response, the Gemara 
quotes a mishna (Eduyyot 8:1): Rabbi Yehoshua ben Petora testified 
that the blood of animal carcasses is ritually pure, which implies that 
it is ritually pure regardless of the amount, even more than a quarter-log. 
The Gemara rejects this answer: What does the mishna mean by ritu- 
ally pure? That such blood is ritually pure in that it does not render an 
item susceptible to impurity." Even though blood is one of the seven 
liquids that render an item susceptible to ritual impurity, the blood of 
an animal carcass is not deemed blood for this purpose. Nevertheless, 
with regard to conferring impurity, such blood does render some- 
thing ritually impure. 


The Gemara asks: Didn’t we learn in a mishna there (Makhshirin 6:5): 
The blood of a creeping animal" confers ritual impurity, as does its 
flesh? It confers impurity, but does not render an item susceptible to 
impurity, and we have nothing else like it that confers impurity but 
does not render something susceptible to impurity. The implication is 
that the blood of an animal carcass would either both confer impurity 
and render an item susceptible to impurity or do neither. 


The Gemara answers: When the mishna said that we have nothing else 
like it, it meant that we have nothing else like it with regard to the 
measure required for this substance to confer impurity. The measure 
of both the blood and the flesh of a creeping animal required for confer- 
ring impurity is a lentil-bulk. Creeping animals are unique in this regard, 
since the measures of blood and flesh that confer impurity from an ani- 
mal carcass are different. An olive-bulk of flesh is sufficient to confer 
impurity, while a quarter-log of blood is required. However, the Ge- 
mara concludes, its blood, i.e., that of an animal carcass, nevertheless 
confers impurity like its flesh. 


Rabbi Yosei said: Two amora’im disputed this point, whether the 
blood of an animal carcass confers ritual impurity. One said a quarter- 
log of this blood renders one ritually impure, and one said that even 
after contact with this blood, one remains ritually pure. 


The one who said ritually impure holds like the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda as it appears in a mishna (Eduyyot 5:1). Rabbi Yehuda asserts 
there that this issue is the subject of a dispute between Beit Shammai 
and Beit Hillel. The halakha would follow the opinion of Beit Hillel, 
which is that carcass blood does confer impurity. And the one who said 
ritually pure holds like the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Petora, 
who testified (Eduyyot 8:1) that the blood of an animal carcass is ritu- 
ally pure. It appears that this amora interprets Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Petora’s statement literally, implying that even more than a quarter-log 
of blood does not confer impurity. 
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Rav Avduma of the descenders, i.e., travelers from Eretz Yis- 
rael to Babylonia, bringing with them the Torah taught in Eretz 
Yisrael, said to him: And it is right, that which you explained 
is correct, as Rabbi Yehuda was the halakhic authority for 
the house of the Nasi. Rabbi Yehuda ruled then that the blood 
of the dead mule was pure only because there was less than a 
quarter-log of it. 


§ The mishna states that according to Rabbi Meir’s opinion, all 
the spittle found in Jerusalem is pure, except for spittle found in 
the upper marketplace. The Gemara asks: Didn’t Rabbi Abbahu 
say this in the name of Rabbi Yosei ben Hanina: The Sages did 
not decree the spittle found in Jerusalem to be ritually impure? 
If so, why is the spittle found in the upper marketplace ritually 
impure? The Gemara answers: But wasn't it stated with regard 
to that marketplace that Rabbi Avin said in the name of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi: A fortress of gentiles was there, and since 
the Sages decreed that gentiles have the ritual impurity of a 
zav, any spittle found there must be from them and therefore is 
ritually impure. 


The mishna also states Rabbi Yosei’s opinion that for most of the 
year, all spittle found in the middle of the street was impure and 
spittle found on the sides was pure; during the pilgrim Festival, 
the spittle in the middle was pure and that on the sides was im- 
pure. The Gemara discusses a baraita that explains this opinion: 
On the rest of the days of the year, the ritually impure proceed 
down the middle of the street ina group," and the pure proceed 
on the side to avoid contact that would render them impure. 
And the ritually pure proceed ordinarily’ and don’t warn the 
ritually impure not to touch them, while the impure are the ones 
who say to those who are ritually pure: Stay away. During the 
period of the pilgrim Festival the ritually pure proceed in a 
group in the middle of the street and the impure proceed on 
the side of the street. The impure proceed ordinarily and do 
not warn the ritually pure not to touch them, and the ritually 
pure are the ones who say to those who are impure: Stay away, 
i.e., be careful not to touch us and render us impure. 


§ The mishna further states: And all the vessels that are found 
in Jerusalem, if they are found on the way down to the bath- 
house, where one purifies vessels in a ritual bath, they are ritu- 
ally impure, and if they are found on the way up, they are ritu- 
ally pure. The Gemara asks: Didn’t Rabbi Abbahu say this in 
the name of Rabbi Yohanan: The Sages did not decree ritual 
impurity with regard to the vessels found in Jerusalem? The 
Gemara answers: Since they were found on the way down to 
the bathhouse, it becomes as if it had been conclusively dem- 
onstrated that they are ritually impure, for one does not bring a 
vessel to be immersed if it is not ritually impure. 


The mishna also states that Rabbi Yosei is of the opinion that all 
vessels that are found in Jerusalem are ritually pure, except for 
the basket, the shovel, and the meritza, which are specifically 
used for graves. The Gemara recounts that Abba Shaul, who was 
a gravedigger and regularly used such tools, would call them, the 
tools referred to by the name meritza, fingernails [tzipporin]. 
The Gemara explains: The one who said to call it tzipporin did 
so because this tool was similar in appearance to a fingernail, 
with a sharp point. The one who said to call it a meritza, liter- 
ally, a runner, did so because it is a tool with which one runs, i.e., 
moves the stone used to close the entrance to the burial cave to 
the cemetery. 


The mishna also states that if the cleaver is found tied to a knife, 
it has the same rule as the knife with regard to ritual impurity. 
The Gemara quotes: It was taught in a baraita that disagrees with 
the halakha in the mishna, and in its view, if the knife were tied 
to the cleaver, it has the same halakha as the cleaver, and if the 
cleaver is ritually impure, the knife is also ritually impure. 


HALAKHA 

On the rest of the days of the year the ritually impure proceed 
down the middle of the street in a group - mI Nin gwa 
nbiow rmn praw: On days that are not pilgrim Festivals, 
spittle found in the middle of the street is ritually impure by 
decree of the Sages, as is the halakha for spittle in any other 
place. However, in Jerusalem, spittle found on the sides of the 
street is ritually pure. Those who were vigilant about ritual purity 
would walk on the sides of the street in order to avoid contact 
with an am haaretz, and presumably the spittle on the sides 
comes from the ritually pure. This ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 13:8). 


— NOTES —_____- 
And the ritually pure proceed ordinarily - on pada pyre: 

The text of the Gemara is in accordance with that of Rav Yehuda 
ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh. However, some versions of the text 
have: The ritually impure proceed ordinarily, while the ritually 
pure tell them to stay away...the ritually pure proceed ordinarily, 
while the ritually impure tell them to stay away (Venice edition, 
and that of Rambam, Rosh, Jalmid HaRashbash, Rash Sirilio, and 
the Vilna Gaon). According to that version, the warning to stay 
away lest the pure be rendered impure is always the task of 
whoever proceeds along the sides of the street, whether it is the 
impure during the Festival or the ritually pure during the rest of 
the year. Those who walk in the middle simply proceed ordinarily. 
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LANGUAGE 


Bench [itztabba] — Kab¥x*x: From the Greek otoĝğ, stoa, mean- 
ing roofed colonnade or cloister. In Kiddushin 70a it refers to 
a row of pillars, but also to a covering on top of such pillars, 
whence developed the meaning used by the Rabbis. In the 
vernacular it is anything that juts out, even a bench. 


HALAKHA 


A curtain that became ritually impure from a secondary 
source of impurity - TIWI Ta DKAVI nis: If the cur- 
ain of the Temple became ritually i impure from a secondary 
source of ritual impurity, it is immersed in the courtyard. If it is 
removed from the Temple in order to immerse it, it is brought 
back inside immediately after immersion, as there is no need 
o wait until dark. 

If it became ritually impure from a primary source of ritual 
impurity, it is immersed outside the Temple and is spread out 
o dry on the rampart, as it becomes ritually pure only once 
it is dark. If it is a new curtain, it is spread out to dry on the 
bench so that the nation will see that its work is beautiful. This 
ruling is in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:18). 


The curtain has the thickness of a handbreadth — nai5 
nay may: Two curtains each year were made to separate 
between the Sanctuary and the Holy of Holies. The curtain 
was woven from four different types of yarn: Fine linen, sky- 
blue wool, purple wool, and scarlet wool. Each strand was 
made of six threads of each, for a total of twenty-four threads. 
The curtain was woven in seventy-two looms and was one 
handbreadth thick. It was forty cubits long and twenty cubits 
wide. This ruling is in accordance with the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:16). 
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HALAKHA 2» MISHNA With regard to a curtain that 
became ritually impure from a secondary source of impuri- 
ty, since its ritual impurity is by rabbinic law and not Torah law, 
there is no need to remove it from the Temple. Rather, it is im- 


mersed inside the Temple. And if it were removed to outside the 
courtyard in order to immerse it, it can be brought back into the 
courtyard immediately. Since it is ritually impure only by rab- 
binic law, there is no need to wait until sunset before returning it. 
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But ifit became impure from a primary source of impurity, e.g., 
it came into contact with the carcass of one of the eight creeping 
animals that confer impurity by Torah law, it is immersed outside 
the courtyard and is spread out to dry on the rampart. This is the 
low wall surrounding the Temple courtyard and the buildings 
within it, which has a lower level of holiness than the courtyard. 
The reason for this policy is because the sun needs to set on it. 


Immersion does not confer ritual purity on an item that became 
impure by Torah law until after the sun has set. And if this curtain 
were new, it is spread out to dry on top of the bench [itztabba],' 
a prominent place on the Temple Mount, so that the people will 
see its craftsmanship and perceive its beauty." 
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The Gemara discusses the aforementioned curtain that separated 
the Holy of Holies from the Sanctuary. Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel says in the name of Rabbi Shimon the son of the dep- 
uty High Priest: The curtain has the thickness ofa handbreadth," 


and it is woven from seventy-two strands of yarn. And each and 
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every strand from those seventy-two is made from twenty-four 
threads." The curtain was made from four materials: Sky-blue 
wool, purple wool, scarlet wool, and fine linen, and a strand was 
made up of six threads of each type of material. And with regard 
to the dimensions of the curtain, its length was forty cubits, as 
the height of the ceiling of the Sanctuary; and its width was twen- 


ty cubits, to match the width of the entrance; and it was made 
from eighty-two ten-thousands," i.e., 820,000 golden dinar. And 
they used to make two new curtains every year." And the curtain 
was so heavy that they needed three hundred priests to carry it 
when they would immerse it." 


NOTES 


Twenty-four threads — poin nyay) mwy: The Sages derived 
that every time a verse uses the term sheish with regard to 
sacred garments or cloth, that material is linen, and each thread 
of it is in turn spun from six smaller threads. As the curtain is 
made up of four materials, fine linen, purple wool, scarlet wool, 
and sky-blue wool, it is clearly understood, or in the Gemara’s 
terminology: There is no ruling and there is no judge that can 
argue otherwise, that it is woven from twenty-four threads 
(Yoma 71b-72a). 


And the curtain was made from eighty-two ten-thousands — 
mN TWI KII OW Daiwa: The text follows the interpre- 
ation of the Rambam that this number is referring to the cost 
of the curtain. Other commentaries claim that it is referring to 

he number of young girls who have not yet menstruated and 

are therefore certainly ritually pure, who were needed to weave 

he curtain. Weaving was traditionally women’s work, and in the 

Temple women would weave the curtain and were paid to do 

so (see Commentary on tractate amid). According to this view, 
he text should read eighty-two rivot, meaning girls, rather than 

ribo, meaning ten-thousands. Some explain that the number 
is referring to the number of threads that were in the curtain 

(Rabbeinu Barukh). 


And they used to make two new curtains every year - DAW} 
mw boa pwiy: Some explain that this is referring to the two 
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curtains that separated the Holy of Holies and the Sanctuary 
in the Second Temple. These were spaced a cubit apart, and 
they replaced the cubit-width dividing wall, called the amma 
traksin, of the First Temple. The wall was replaced by curtains 
because the Second Temple was much taller than the first (most 
sources say it was one hundred cubits high, or forty cubits high 
according to Rashi on Bava Batra 3a), and they could not build 
a self-supporting wall that was only one cubit wide to that 
height. They also could not widen the space allotted for the 
wall, as the verse states, “All this [do | give you] in writing, as 
the Lord has made me wise by His hand upon me, even all the 
works of this pattern” (| Chronicles 28:19), i.e., every detail in the 
Temple is set by prophecy and may not be changed (Eiruvin 
104a). Therefore, they made two curtains, side by side with some 
space between, whose entire width was one cubit. As each 
curtain was one handbreadth thick, the space between them 
of four handbreadths allowed a priest to walk between them 
(see Commentary on tractate Jamid). An alternate explanation 
of the two curtains is that one is for the Holy of Holies and the 
other for the Entrance Hall (Rashi on Hullin 90b). Some explain 
that they needed new ones each year, because the curtains 
were ruined by the large quantity of smoke produced from 
the incense (Rosh). 


They would immerse it - Ani papa: The early authorities 
discussed the reason for this immersion. Some said that it was a 


custom that the last step in the creation of a ritually pure vessel 
for consecrated use was to immerse it in a ritual bath (Rosh). 
Others question this explanation, as the curtain cannot become 
ritually impure, since it is part of a building and not meant for 
human use, and therefore it has the same status as a building, 
which cannot become impure (see Shevi‘it 10:7). 


Some explain that even though the curtain is considered 
attached to the earth, it may nevertheless become impure in 
that it is in one aspect a tent, as the verse says about the cur- 
tain: “And you shall screen [vesakota] the Ark with the curtain” 
(Exodus 40:3). In explanation of this verse, the Sages said that 
the curtain should not be completely straight, but rather should 
be slightly horizontal at its top. The horizontal portion of the 
curtain is based on an analogy to the roofing of a sukka, which 
comes from the same root as vesakota (Sukka 7b). There are con- 
sequently early authorities who believe that the curtain can be 
rendered impure, and they understand that this immersion took 
place only when that happened (Rosh; Rashi on Hullin 90b). 


Other authorities claim that when they immersed the cur- 
tain after it was woven, before hanging it, one of the weavers 
became ritually impure from menstruation and inadvertently 
rendered the curtain ritually impure while she worked on it (see 
Commentary on tractate Tamid). Even though, as mentioned, 
the weavers were young girls who did not yet menstruate, it 
was not impossible that that might occur. 
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GEMARA The mishna stated that every one of the strands of 
yarn used to weave the curtain was made of twenty-four threads. 
The Gemara explains the biblical source for this: The verse says: 
“And you shall make a curtain of sky-blue wool, purple wool, scar- 
let wool, and fine twined linen” (Exodus 26:37). Had the verse 
about the curtain said a thread, it would mean one thread. Had it 
said doubled, it would be expanded to two threads. Twisted 
would be increased to three threads. Twined, which is what the 
verse in fact says, must mean double that, i.e., to six threads. Since 
the curtain was woven from four types of thread, i.e., sky-blue wool, 
purple wool, scarlet wool, and fine linen, from here this count tells 
us that each strand used in the curtain was made from twenty-four 
threads. 


Another opinion was taught in a baraita: Each strand of the curtain 
was made from thirty-two threads. This is how that tanna ex- 
pounds the verse: Had the verse about the curtain said a thread, 
it would mean one thread. Had it said doubled, it would be ex- 
panded to two threads. Twisted would be increased to four 
threads. Twined, which is what the verse in fact says, must mean 
double that, i.e., to eight threads. Since the curtain was woven 
from four types of thread, from here this count tells us that each 
strand used in the curtain was made from thirty-two threads. 


Another baraita taught: Each strand of the curtain was made from 
forty-eight threads. That tanna expounds the verse as follows: 
Had the verse about the curtain said a thread, it would mean one 
thread. Had it said doubled, it would be expanded to two threads. 
Wound would be increased to three threads. Twisted would be 
increased to six threads. Twined, which is what the verse in fact 
says, must mean double that, i.e., to twelve threads. Since the 
curtain was woven from four types of thread, from here this count 
tells us that each thread used in the curtain was made from forty- 
eight threads. 


The Gemara compares the workmanship of the curtain, which 
separated the Holy of Holies from the Sanctuary, with that of 
the screen, which was hung at the entrance to the Sanctuary: 
One verse, about the screen, says that it is “the work of the em- 
broiderer” (Exodus 26:36), and one verse, about the curtain, says 
that it is “the work of the skillful workman” (Exodus 26:31)." The 
Gemara explains: “The work of the embroiderer” means one 
face was on both sides of the curtain; “the work of the skillful 
workman” means there were two different faces, one on each side. 


Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Nehemya disagreed about this: One 
said that “the work of the embroiderer” means that there was an 
image embroidered that could be seen from both sides, e.g., a 
lion from here, on one side, and a lion from there, on the other 
side. “The work of the skillful workman” means that the lion 
could be seen from here, from one side, and it was smooth with 
no image from there, on the other side. And the other said: “The 
work of the embroiderer” means that there was an image like a 
lion from here, on one side, and smooth without an image from 
there. “The work of the skillful workman” means that from each 
side a different image could be seen, e.g., a lion from here and an 
eagle from there. 


The mishna stated that the curtain was made from eighty-two 
ten-thousands, i.e., 820,000 golden dinar, and that it needed 
three hundred priests in order to immerse it. Rabbi Yitzhak bar 
Bizna said in the name of Shmuel: Three hundred priests is 
an exaggeration [guzma],' and really a much smaller number 
of priests were needed. Similarly, we learned in a mishna there 
(Tamid 28b) with regard to the pile of ash on the altar, that at times 
there was on it as much as three hundred kor.” Regarding this, 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Bun, said in the name of Shmuel: This 
is an exaggeration. 


HALAKHA 


The work of the embroiderer... 


the work of the skillful 


workman - awin nwyn... nwy: Any place in the Torah 
where it says “the work of the embroiderer, it is referring to 


images made by weaving that can 


be seen from only one 


side of the cloth. When it says “the work of the skillful work- 


man,’ it is referring to images tha 


can be seen from both 


sides of the cloth. This ruling is in accordance with Rabbi 
Nehemya's opinion (Yoma 72b; Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:15). 


LANGUAGE 


Exaggeration [guzma] — sata: T 


he source of this term is 


not clear. Possibly this meaning is a development of the 


root gazam, meaning cut, which i 
rabbinic Hebrew, a threat or an a 


n turn came to mean, in 
tempt to frighten. From 


there, perhaps, it came to refer to any statement that is made 


merely to make an impression, wit 


BACKGROU 


hout being taken literally. 


Kor - 113: A kor is a measure of volume equaling 30 sea, which 


is about 250 2 according to the ma 
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NOTES 


It all should be burned inside except for that which became 
impure from a primary source of ritual impurity outside -bon 
yina AMAA axa NOI YIN ODA AW»: Even though it is 
prohibited by Torah law to bring a ritually impure item into the 
Temple or to leave such an item there, this halakha does not 
refer to impure food, including the flesh of offerings. Only an 
item that became a primary source of ritual impurity, or that can 
become ritually pure by immersion in a ritual bath (see Firuvin 
104b) is prohibited by Torah law from entering the Temple. The 
flesh of an offering, like other foods, can never become ritually 
impure beyond first-degree ritual impurity, and it also cannot 
be rendered pure by immersion (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin 
HaRofeh; Tiklin Haditin, citing the Vilna Gaon). However, even 
hough the consecrated flesh that has been rendered ritually 
impure may be burned in the Temple courtyard according to 
Torah law, the Sages prohibited allowing it into the courtyard 
except under certain circumstances (Ra’avad on Torat Kohanim, 
Parashat Tzav, 8:6-7). The Sages disagree in the mishna as to 
what those circumstances are. 


Perek VIII 
Daf22 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
That became ritually impure — avag: There is a positive 
commandment to burn all consecrated meats that become 
ritually impure, as the verse states: “And the flesh that touches 


any unclean thing shall not be eaten; it shall be burnt with fire” 


(Leviticus 7:19). Where is it burnt? If it became ritually impure 
inside, it is burnt inside, and if it became ritually impure outside, 
it is burnt outside; this is the case whether it became ritually 
impure from a primary source of ritual impurity or a second- 
ary source of ritual impurity. This ruling is in accordance with 
the view of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 19:1 and 19:6). 
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HALAKHA 3: MISHNA With regard to the flesh of offer- 
ings of the most sacred order that became impure, whether it be- 
came impure from a primary source of impurity or from a second- 
ary source of impurity, whether it became impure inside the 
courtyard or outside, it must be burned. There is a dispute among the 
tanna’im with regard to where it is burned. Beit Shammai say: It all 
should be burned inside the Temple courtyard, except for that 
which became impure from a primary source of ritual impurity 
outside," as under such circumstances, it is not appropriate to bring 
it inside the Temple. Beit Hillel say: It all should be burned outside 
the Temple courtyard, except for that which became ritually impure 
by a secondary source of impurity inside. In such a case the flesh 
need not be removed from the courtyard and is burned there. 


Rabbi Elazar says: Flesh from offerings of the most sacred order that 
became ritually impure from a primary source of ritual impurity, 
whether it became so inside the courtyard or outside, is burned 
outside. Since its ritual impurity is of the most stringent type, it is not 
be brought into the courtyard, or allowed to remain there. However, 
an item that became ritually impure from a secondary source of 
ritual impurity, whether it became ritually impure outside or inside, 
is burned inside. Since its ritual impurity is of a lenient type, it can 
be brought into the courtyard in order to be burned. Rabbi Akiva 
says: The place of its impurity is where its burning should occur. 
Therefore, regardless of whether the source is primary or secondary, 
such flesh is burned wherever it presently is." 


GEMARA The opinions in the mishna, with the exception of that 
of Rabbi Akiva, distinguish between impurity conferred by a primary 
source and that conferred by a secondary source. The Gemara pre- 
sents a dispute as to the nature of this distinction. Bar Kappara said: 
The primary source of ritual impurity mentioned in the mishna is 
referring to a scenario where the flesh of the offering became impure 
by Torah law, and the secondary source of ritual impurity men- 
tioned in the mishna is referring to impurity by rabbinic ordinance. 
Rabbi Yohanan said: Both this and that, both the primary and 
secondary sources of ritual impurity mentioned, refer to cases of 
impurity by Torah law. 


The Gemara asks: And there is a difficulty with Rabbi Yohanan’s 
opinion that arises from Beit Shammai’s opinion in the mishna. It 
was taught in the mishna that Beit Shammai say: It all should be 
burned inside the courtyard of the Temple, except for that which 
became impure from a primary source of impurity outside. In ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, what is the distinction 
between a primary source of impurity outside and a secondary 
source ofimpurity outside? After all, are not this and that, both the 
flesh that became impure from the primary source and that which 
became impure from the secondary source, impure by Torah law? 


And is this not difficult even according to the opinion of Beit Hil- 
lel? As the mishna stated that Beit Hillel said: It all should be 
burned outside the courtyard of the Temple, except for what be- 
came ritually impure by a secondary source of impurity inside. In 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, what is the distinc- 
tion between consecrated flesh that became ritually impure from a 
secondary source of impurity inside and consecrated flesh that be- 
came ritually impure from a primary source of impurity inside? Are 
not this and that Torah law, and shouldn't the principle be the same? 
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NOTES 


From the halfway point and below - waa yn 
ma: Some of the early commentaries explain that 


The Gemara proceeds to ignore these questions with regard to Rabbi 
Yohanan’s opinion, explaining that the Sages did not discuss the mish- 
na except in accordance with the opinion of bar Kappara. And there he livin vere placed eneciacallivondhe lower tall 
is also a difficulty in accordance with the opinion of bar Kappara with | ofthe ramp, so that when the priests would transfe 
the statement of Beit Shammai. For it was taught in the mishna that he limbs to the fire on the altar after the incense 
Beit Shammai say: It all should be burned inside the courtyard of the was offered, this transfer would be recognized as 
Temple, except for that which became impure froma primary source | a significant rite. Another explanation is that if the 
of ritual impurity outside. In accordance with the opinion of bar Kap- | limbs were too close to the fire, it could lead to a 
para, what is the distinction, with regard to flesh that became impure mistake, ia hey ee improperly Pacedomihe 

. . . i : fire before the incense was offered in the Sanctuary 
by a primary source of impurity, between whether it occurred outside (Commentary on tractate Tamid). Some later com- 
the Temple courtyard or inside? In accordance with the opinion ofbar | mentaries address the question of whether transfer- 
Kappara, are not this and that Torah law and shouldn't the rule be the | ring the limbs from the ramp is part of the sacrificial 
same? Accordingly, why distinguish between them with regard to where | rite of transferring, which usually refers to the blood 


the flesh must be burned? of the sacrifice, or is part of the rite of sacrificing 
(Rabbi Yitzhak Ze'ev Soloveitchik; Hazon Ish). 


The Gemara answers: The reason that Beit Shammai distinguish be- 
tween impurity that occurred inside the Temple courtyard and that 
which occurred outside is because they accepted the reasoning of Rab- 
bi Akiva, who said in the mishna: The place of its impurity is where 
its burning should occur. Beit Shammai, however, do not completely 
agree with Rabbi Akiva. With regard to items that became impure by 
Torah law, their opinion is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva, meaning that the items should be burned wherever they are. 
However, if an item became impure by rabbinic ordinance, Beit Sham- 
mai maintain, against the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, that it is brought into 
the courtyard to be burned. 


The Gemara continues to question the opinion of bar Kappara: And is 
this not difficult even according to the opinion of Beit Hillel? As the 
mishna stated that Beit Hillel said: It all should be burned outside the 
courtyard of the Temple, except for that which became ritually impure 
by a secondary source of impurity inside. According to bar Kappara 
what is between, why is there a distinction, with regard to flesh that 
became impure by a secondary source of impurity between whether 
it occurred outside the Temple courtyard or inside? Aren't both this 
and that instances where the impurity is by rabbinic ordinance? 


The Gemara answers: Beit Hillel distinguish between impurity that oc- 
curred inside the Temple courtyard and impurity that occurred outside 
due to that which Rabbi Shimon said: The food and drink of a leper 
is banished from all three of the camps in which the Children of Israel 
lived in the desert. These are the camp of the Divine Presence, i.e., the 
Tabernacle; the camp of the Levites, who were encamped around the 
Tabernacle; and the camp of Israel, where the rest of the nation lived. 
Once food and drink has become impure through contact with a leper, 
it is banned from all three camps, like the leper himself. If it became 
impure outside the camps, it should not be brought inside. Beit Hillel 
follow the same rationale, that an item rendered impure outside, even 
if by rabbinic ordinance, may not be brought into the Temple even for 
the purpose of burning it. 


HALAKHA 4 +» MISHNA The limbs of the daily offering were 
not placed directly on the altar fire. Instead, after cutting up the offering, 
its limbs were placed first on the ramp of the altar, from the halfway 
point and below," on the lower sixteen cubits of the ramp, on its west- 
ern side. Limbs of the additional offerings of the Shabbat and Festivals 
were placed on the ramp from the halfway point and below on its 
eastern side. Additional New Moon offerings were placed on top of 
the upper part of the edge [karkov] of the altar. 


HALAKHA 


The limbs of the daily offering were placed first onthe ramp, low, on its western side. Limbs of the additional offerings of the altar, between the horns, in the place of the priests’ pas- 
from the halfway point and below — *¥na parva Tang’ Shabbat and Festivals were placed on the ramp of the altar, sageway. This was done to publicize the New Moon, in accor- 
monk waa: The limbs of the daily burnt-offering were placed from halfway up the ramp and below, on its eastern side. Ad- dance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
on the ramp of the altar, from halfway up the ramp and be- ditional New Moon offerings were placed on the upper part of | UMusafin 6:3). 
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al (HA 
Half-shekels — D>pwn: The obligation to give a half-shekel 
coin is only when the Temple is standing, in accordance with 
the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 1:8). 


The first fruits — waan: The obligation to bring first fruits is 
only when the Temple is standing and only applies to produce 
of Eretz Yisrael, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 2:1). 


Grain tithes — }31 Wy: Terumot and tithes are Torah laws that 
apply only to the produce of Eretz Yisrael, whether or not the 
Temple is standing, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot1:1). 


Animal tithes - mana Wy: Animal tithes are a Torah law that 
applies both in Eretz Yisrael and outside of it, whether or not 
the Temple is standing (see Bekhorot 53a). The Sages prohibit 
the tithing of animals in the present day. They decreed that it 
should be done only when there is a Temple, lest one mistaken- 
ly eat it and thereby violate the prohibition against slaughtering 
consecrated animals outside of the Temple, which is punishable 
by karet. However, if one went ahead and separated animal 
tithes in the present day, the animal is consecrated as a tithe 
and can only be eaten after it develops a blemish, in accordance 
with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 6:2). 


Firstborn animals — niniza: This mitzva applies whether or not 
there is a Temple, like tithes of grain, in accordance with the 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 1:5). 
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Another law: The obligation to give half-shekels" each year and 
to offer the first fruits™ is practiced only in the presence of 
the Temple, as fulfillment of these mitzvot is only possible then. 
But the mitzvot of produce tithes and grain tithes" and of 
animal tithes" and of the sanctified firstborn animals" are 
practiced whether one is in the presence of the Temple, or 
one is not in the presence of the Temple. Although animal 
tithes and firstborn cannot be sacrificed without a Temple, once 
they develop a blemish, they may be eaten by their owners. If, 
in the present time when there is no Temple, one consecrates 
shekels for the mitzva of the half-shekel or fruits for the mitzva 
of first fruits, they are consecrated, and it is prohibited to de- 
rive benefit from them. Rabbi Shimon says: One who declared 
first fruits to be consecrated, in the present time, does not give 
them that status and they are not consecrated. 


GEMARA The mishna states that additional New Moon 
offerings were placed on the karkov. What is the karkov of 
the altar?" It is the cubit-wide area between one horn and 
the other" on the top surface of the altar, and the place allo- 
cated for the priests’ passage when they move about the altar 


performing their duties. 


The first fruits - onxa: The mitzva of the first fruits is elabo- 
rated in Deuteronomy 26 and mentioned in several other 
places in the Torah, and the details of the mitzva are explained 
in tractate Bikkurim. The first fruits come from the seven spe- 
cies that are identified as the produce of Eretz Yisrael, and 
they are the first produce separated from the harvest, even 
before teruma and tithes. They are brought by the landowner 
to the Temple, and the priest waves them in front of the owner 
before the altar while the owner recites the verses about the 
first fruits (Deuteronomy 26:5-10) and then gives them to 
the priests. The Mishna explains that there are also cases in 
which one offers the first fruits but does not read the verses, 
due to the irrelevance of certain passages in the verses to his 
individual situation. 


Procession with the first fruits on the way to the Temple 


Grain tithes — j33 Ww: The Gemara (Yevamot 81a) records a 
dispute with regard to whether teruma in the present day is 
a rabbinic or Torah law. This is an ancient dispute that begins 
among the tanna’im but continues, in various forms, amongst 
he amora'im and early commentaries. One understanding of 
his issue is that teruma in the present day is not in force by 
Torah law, because the sanctity of Eretz Yisrael is no longer 
in effect by Torah law. Nevertheless, the people took upon 
hemselves to continue to observe mitzvot that are depen- 
dent on the land. 

As such, the sanctity of the land regarding teruma and 
ithes is not dependent on the presence of the Temple, but on 
whether the majority of Jews live in Eretz Yisrael. According to 
his view, as explained by the Rambam, the laws of teruma and 
ithes did not have force as Torah law even during the time of 
he Second Temple; rather, it was the Jews who had accepted 
upon themselves to observe the laws of teruma. The basis 
or this understanding comes from the book of Nehemiah 


_ NOTES - 


(chapter 9). The Gemara discusses in depth what exactly can 
be learned from this chapter. 


Animal tithes - maa Wyn: Animal tithes were separated 
from kosher, domesticated animals, i.e., oxen, sheep, and goats, 
that are born each year. The animals from which the tithe had 
not been taken were placed together in a corral and removed 
one at a time. When the count reached ten, that animal would 
customarily be marked with red dye, and it became the tithe. 
If the animal were unblemished, it would be offered as a 
sacrifice and eaten by its owners in Jerusalem. The tithe was 
consecrated and it was prohibited to use it for any purpose 
until it developed a blemish. 

Though the mishna says that animal tithes are still prac- 
ticed in the present day, this is only by Torah law. Out of con- 
cern that one may come to use a consecrated animal, to shear 
its wool or for labor, the Sages canceled the law of animal 
tithes (Rosh; Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura based on Bekhorot 53a). 
The Sages have the power to uproot a positive commandment, 
despite its status as Torah law, so long as it involves passively 
refraining from action as opposed to committing an infraction 
(see Yevamot 90a). Tosefot Yom Tov adds that the ability of the 
Sages to cancel this mitzva relies on the fact that untithed 
animals, as opposed to untithed produce, are not prohibited 
(see Bekhorot 57b—58a). 


What is the karkov of the altar — naran aint wp: Rashi 
(Zevahim 62a) explains that a karkovis a groove that surrounds 
a structure and is usually there for beauty. According to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Yehuda, there was a cubit- 
wide groove around the edge of the altar, with a narrow curb 
at its edge to prevent the priests from falling off the altar. Ac- 
cording to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, it was not a groove but some 
sort of molding that was made around the altar as decoration. 
Some explain that according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi the 
karkov was purely for decoration, while according to Rabbi 
Yosei bar Rabbi Yehuda it served as a walkway for the priests 
(see the classical commentaries on Exodus 27:5). 


(Zevahim 62a) points out that this cubit cannot be the place 
the priests walked, as their passage would be blocked by the 
horns of the altar. It therefore concludes that the karkov was 
actually two cubits wide, including a cubit-wide area for the 
priests’ passage. See the commentary of Rabbi Avraham ben 
HaRambam, who quotes an early view of Rabbi Hefetz that 
suggests that the karkov was a gutter that surrounded the 
altar (see Kenesset HaRishonim). 
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While on the topic, the Gemara asks: When the New Moon falls 
on Shabbat and both the additional Shabbat offerings and the 
additional New Moon offerings™ must be offered, which of 
them takes precedence? Rabbi Yirmeya thought to say that 
when additional Shabbat offerings and additional New Moon 
offerings are both sacrificed, the additional New Moon offer- 
ings take precedence and are offered first. The Gemara com- 
ments: The strength of, or support for, Rabbi Yirmeya’s opin- 
ion comes from that which was taught in a baraita: When the 
New Moon falls on Shabbat, the song sung by the Levites in the 
Temple of Shabbat and the song of the New Moon" both need 
to be sung; the song of the New Moon takes precedence, and 
likewise, the additional offering of the New Moon is offered first. 


Rabbi Yosei said: The halakha is different there in the case of 
the Levites’ song, as Rabbi Hiyya said in the name of Rabbi 
Yohanan: The reason that the song of the New Moon takes 
precedence over the song of Shabbat is in order to publicize 
the occasion and to inform everyone that it is the New Moon. 
Since the New Moon originally depended upon the Sanhedrin 
establishing its exact date, there was a need to publicize which 
day was the first of the month. 


How precisely would it be done? When would they sing the 
song for the New Moon, while preserving the precedence of 
the additional Shabbat offerings? The priest would slaughter 
the additional Shabbat offerings and the Levites would then 
sing the song for the New Moon. However [beram]! here, 
with regard to the additional Shabbat offerings and the ad- 
ditional New Moon offerings rather than the songs, the addi- 
tional Shabbat offerings take precedence, following the prin- 
ciple: When a frequent practice and an infrequent practice 
clash, the frequent practice takes precedence over the other, 
the infrequent, practice. Therefore, the Sages said to slaughter 
the additional Shabbat offering before the additional New 
Moon offering. 


§ The mishna stated that the obligation to give half-shekels each 
year and to offer the first fruits is only practiced in the presence 
of the Temple. However, if one consecrates shekels or first fruits 
in the present day, they are consecrated, and it is prohibited to 
derive benefit from them. Rabbi Shimon disagrees and says such 
an attempt to consecrate the first fruits would not be effective. 
The Gemara points out: Even according to Rabbi Shimon, this 
indicates that shekels would be consecrated if one did so in the 
present day. Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda in the name of Rabbi 
Shimon says, contrary to this implication: Both these, first 
fruits, and those, shekels, are not consecrated. 


The Gemara continues with a discussion of consecrated items 
in the present day, in the absence of the Temple. It was taught 
in a baraita: A convert who converts in the present day" is 
obligated to set aside, in lieu of his pair of doves, a quarter- 
dinar of silver," for that is the cheapest price at which one can 
purchase them. A convert at the time of the Temple was obli- 
gated to offer two doves or pigeons as the conclusion of the 
conversion process. Rabbi Shimon said: Rabbi Yohanan ben 
Zakkai voided that obligation due to the potential for a mishap, 
since that money would be consecrated and there is a high risk 
that it would be misused. 


What is meant by: Due to the potential for a mishap? Where 

can it be seen that the Sages were concerned about the possibil- 
ity of such mishaps? Like that which was taught in a baraita: 

One may not consecrate an item, or take a valuation vow, i.e., 
vow that one’s value is dedicated to the Temple, or consecrate 

objects for use by the priests or the Temple," or separate teru- 
mot or tithes in the present day when there is no Temple, lest 

there be a mishap and one derive prohibited benefit from any 
of those items. 


NOTES 
Additional Shabbat offerings and the additional New Moon offer- 
ings — WTIN wya Naw apa: The mishna (Zevahim 89a) states 

hat additional Shabbat offerings take precedence over additional 

ew Moon offerings based on the principle that more frequent 
practices take precedence over less frequent practices. Nevertheless, 
he Gemara here raises this question. Furthermore, Rabbi Yirmeya 

maintains that the additional New Moon offerings take precedence. 
The commentaries explain that Rabbi Yirmeya bases his opinion on 

he baraita quoted here, which he understands as disagreeing with 

he mishna in Zevahim (Rash Sirilio; Shayarei HaKorban). 


A convert who converts in the present day is obligated to set 
aside, in lieu of his pair of doves, a quarter-dinar of silver - 
ja MI ip ward ‘Jy Ma pata va: A pair of doves could not be 
bought for less than a quarter-dinar (Keritot 10b). The requirement 
to set aside funds to buy an offering applies only to a convert, as the 
offering is part of what allows him to join the congregation. Others 
who require atonement as part of a purification process, such as 
a woman after childbirth, were not required by the Sages to set 
money aside, as the offering is required only to permit the eating 
of consecrated meat and in the absence of the Temple there is no 
need for it (Tosafot Yeshanim, Keritot 9a). 


HALAKHA 


Additional Shabbat offerings and the additional New Moon 
offerings — win w apma Naw -ad12: When a New Moon falls 
on Shabbat, the additional Shabbat offerings are offered first and 
only after their completion are the additional New Moon offerings 
sacrificed, in accordance with the principle that frequent practices 
take precedence over the infrequent practices. This ruling is in ac- 
cordance with Rabbi Yosei’s opinion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 9:2). 


The song of Shabbat and the song of the New Moon - bw ivv 
wT wN bw iww naw: When a New Moon falls on Shabbat, the 
song of the New Moon supersedes the song of Shabbat in order 
to publicize that it is a New Moon, in accordance with the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 6:10). 


A convert who converts in the present day — 17 yata 33: A non- 
Jew who converts today requires immersion and circumcision; and 
when the Temple is rebuilt, he should offer his sacrifice. The halakha, 
in accordance with Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai and in accordance 
with Rabbi Shimon (Keritot 9a), is that he does not set aside a quar- 
ter-dinar of silver for his offering, but nevertheless he must bring an 
offering once the Temple is rebuilt (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 13:5; Maggid Mishne there). 


One may not consecrate an item, or take a valuation vow, or 
consecrate objects for the Temple — x) powa x) popa pre 
prvi: Consecrating items, taking dedicatory vows of valuation, 
or consecrating objects for use of the priests or the Temple is not 
done in the present day when there is no Temple to maintain. If one 
does consecrate an item, if it is an animal, he must lock it up until 
it dies of its own accord. If it is produce, an article of clothing, or a 
vessel, it must be left to rot. If it is money or a metal vessel, it must 
be thrown into the Dead Sea or Mediterranean Sea and lost. All of 
this applies if the owner does not want to redeem the item; but if 
he does want to redeem it, he can do so with a peruta, and instead 
throw that peruta into the oblivion of the Dead Sea (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla’a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 8:8; Ra'avad there). 


LANGUAGE 
However [beram] - 51a: This Aramaic word appears in the book 
of Daniel. Usually it means but, however, or only. Some think that it 
comes from the same root as berar, meaning choose or differenti- 
ate, and others think it is a shortened version of bar min, meaning 
except for. 
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BACKGROUND 

Antodarya — &»9Timay: Antodarya is the name of 
a place. The name appears in the Talmud also as 
Antoraya, but that could be a mistake. Research- 
ers are unsure as to its identity. Some identify it as 
a place near Kfar Yehoshua in the Jezreel Valley 
called Ein Tora or Tel Tora, which may be a cor- 
rupted form of Antotya, or Ein Totiya, meaning the 
fountain or spring of the strawberry. 


Perek VIII 
Daf22 Amud b 


NOTES 


The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon - jiynw a1 abn: The Ram- 
bam appears to rule like Rabbi Shimon with regard 
to both first fruits and the quarter-dinar of silver 
set aside for the convert's offering. Hence, if one 
consecrated first fruits in the present day, they are 
not consecrated at all. Additionally, though one 
should not consecrate a quarter-dinar of silver 
for the convert’s offering ab initio, if one did, it is 
consecrated. 


HALAKHA 

The halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Shimon — jiynw aD aisha: If one 
consecrates his shekel for Temple maintenance 
nowadays, it is consecrated. This is in accordance 
with Rabbi Shimon, for Rav decided the halakha 
according to Rabbi Shimon's view (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 6:16). 
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And if he violated this rule, and consecrated an item, or took a 
valuation vow, or consecrated an object for use by the priests or 
the Temple, or separated terumot or tithes, the clothing that was 
consecrated is burnt, the animal is destroyed. How is it destroyed? 
The door of its stall is locked in front of it and it dies by itself, of 
hunger, as it is prohibited to actively destroy consecrated items. And 
the money that was consecrated goes to the Dead Sea, i.e., is aban- 
doned where no one will ever find it. 


Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai voided the convert’s obligation to set 
aside money for a pair of doves. The Gemara asks: If the convert 
transgressed and ignored the instructions of Rabbi Yohanan ben 
Zakkai and consecrated money for a pair of doves, is it effective? 
The answer to this question can be inferred from that which Rabbi 
Shimon said in that same baraita: Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai 
voided that obligation due to the potential for a mishap. That is to 
say, from the fact that the potential for a mishap exists, one can infer 
that if one transgressed and consecrated the money, it is neverthe- 
less consecrated. 


Rabbi Yodeh Antodarya’ asked in the presence of Rabbi Yosei: 
Here in the baraita you 


say that the money has been consecrated; and here, in the baraita 

mentioned before, you say that Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda says in 

the name of Rabbi Shimon that if one consecrates shekels in the 

present day, they are not consecrated. He said to him: There, re- 
garding the shekels, one does not consecrate ab initio because the 

mitzva is to bring the communal offerings each year from the new 
collection of half-shekels, those collected for that year, and these 

shekels, those consecrated in the present day, will necessarily be 

from the old collection, whenever the Temple is rebuilt, and as such 

have no use. For this reason, even if he consecrated shekels, they 
remain non-sacred. 


And here, however, with regard to the convert’s money set aside for 
his pair of doves, what have you to say? In what sense is this con- 
secrated money old? The disqualification of the old collection only 
applies to shekels used to purchase communal offerings, and other 
private consecrated items and a convert’s pair of doves do not 
need to be purchased from a new collection. Money consecrated 
now can be used to acquire a convert’s pair of doves. And therefore, 
if he went ahead and consecrated a quarter-dinar of silver in order 
to acquire a pair of doves, it is consecrated, and he should set it 
aside until the Temple is rebuilt. 


According to Rabbi Yosei’s reasoning, the shekels are not conse- 
crated because they have no use, as long as the Temple is not rebuilt 
this year. The Gemara asks: Why are they not consecrated? Perhaps 
the Temple will be rebuilt again as at first, and the collection of 
the Temple Treasury chamber will be collected from the new col- 
lection in its proper time on the first of Nisan. If that comes to pass, 
his shekels will be from the current year, and their consecration 
would have a point. And here too, what have you to say? What are 
the grounds for a distinction between the convert’s offering whose 
illicit consecration is effective and the shekels whose illicit consecra- 
tion is ineffective? The Gemara does not offer an answer. 


Apropos the dispute in the mishna about someone who went ahead 
and consecrated first fruits in the present day, Rav Hamnuna and 
Rav Adda bar Ahava said in the name of Rav: The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon™ that they are not 
consecrated. 
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The closing chapter of tractate Shekalim began with the topic of ritual purity. Given 
the need for those who came to visit or work in the Temple to remain ritually pure, 
the Gemara addressed situations in which there was some doubt as to an item’s or 
a person’s status as ritually pure or impure. Thus, there was a discussion of items 
found in Jerusalem and also a discussion of the traffic arrangements by means of 
which people could ensure not to come into contact with the ritually impure. The 
prescribed practice in such situations depended on circumstances: During the pil- 
grim Festivals, when most people were ritually pure, they would walk in the middle 
of the road, while the impure would walk along the sides. At other times, when most 
people were impure, the arrangement was reversed. Similarly, with regard to vessels 
found in Jerusalem, the Gemara determined that the status of a vessel depends upon 
the circumstances in which it is found. In this light, the Gemara distinguished be- 
tween vessels found on the way to the ritual bath, which presumably have not been 
immersed, and vessels found on the way out of the ritual bath, which presumably 
have been. 


A further discussion took place with regard to the proper treatment or disposal of 
objects that have been rendered impure. Impure vessels must be immersed, while 
impure offerings, or the meat thereof, must be burned. The question was raised as 
to what extent either its purification or disposal should be accomplished within the 
Temple courtyard or outside it. Most opinions concluded, at least with regard to 
meat that had been rendered impure, that it should be burnt wherever it is found, 
regardless of the level of impurity it had acquired. 


The concluding section of the chapter and the whole tractate related to a question 
relevant in the present: In the absence of the Temple, how does one relate to the 
various mitzvot associated with consecrated items? In general, the Gemara con- 
cluded that those obligations and consecrations that are relevant only when there is 
a sacrificial rite are not practiced today. That is to say, one should not set aside items 
for consecration in the present day, and if one does so, then at least in some circum- 
stances, the sanctity of such a consecration is null and void. However, other types of 
consecrations, such as tithing, are maintained in the present day. Since these can be 
dealt with in the absence of the Temple, though perhaps in a deficient manner, the 
Rabbis left the original halakha in place. 


Summary of 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 
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COMMON ACRONYMS 


aharal 

aharam Alashkar 
aharam Brisk 
aharam Halawa 
aharam Lublin 
aharam Mintz 


aharam of Rothenburg 


aharam Padua 
aharam Schick 
aharam Schiff 
aharatz Hayyut 

ahari Abuhav 

ahari Bassan 

ahari Beirav 

ahari ben Lev 

ahari ben Malkitzedek 
ahari Berona 


ahari Kurkus 
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Rabbi Yehuda Loew of Prague 
Rabbi Moshe Alashkar 

Rabbi Mordekhai Brisk 

Rabbi Moshe Halawa 

Rabbi Meir of Lublin 

Rabbi Moshe Mintz 


Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 


Rabbi Meir of Padua 
Rabbi Moshe Schick 


Rabbi Meir Schiff 


Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes 


Rabbi Yitzhak Abuhav 

Rabbi Yehiel Bassan 

Rabbi Ya'akov Beirav 

Rabbi Yosef ben Lev 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Malkitzedek 
Rabbi Yisrael Berona 


Rabbi Yosef Kurkus 


ahari Mintz Rabbi Yehuda Mintz 

ahari Weil Rabbi Ya'akov Weil 

aharih Rabbi Yehezkia ben Ya'akov of Magdeburg 

aharik Rabbi Yosef Colon 

aharikash Rabbi Ya'akov Castro 

aharil Rabbi Ya'akov HaLevi Molin 

aharit Rabbi Yosef di Trani 

aharit Algazi Rabbi Yom Tov Algazi 

aharsha Rabbi Shmuel Eliezer Eidels 

aharshal Rabbi Shlomo Luria 

albim Rabbi Meir Leibush ben Yehiel Michel Wisser 

etziv Rabbi Naftali Tzvi Yehuda Berlin 
Nimmukei HaGrib Comments of Rabbi Yehuda Bakhrakh on the Maharsha 
Piskei HaRid Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 
Piskei Riaz Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 
Ra’ah Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
Ra'anah Rabbi Eliyahu ben Hayyim 
Ra'avad Rabbi Avraham ben David 
Ra'avan Rabbi Eliezer ben Natan 
Ra'avya Rabbi Eliezer ben Yoel HaLevi 
Rabbi Avraham ben HaRambam Rabbi Avraham, son of the Rambam 


Radak 
Radbaz 
Ralbag 
Ramah 
Rambam 
Ramban 
Ran 
Rashash 
Rashba 
Rashbam 
Rashbatz 
Rashi 
Re'em Horowitz 
Rema 

Ri HaLavan 
Ri Haver 
Ri Migash 
Riaf 

Riaz 

Rid 
Ridvaz 

Rif 

Rim 

Ritva 

Riva 
Rivam 
Rivan 


Rivash 


Rosh 

Shakh 

Shas 

Sheelat Ya‘avetz 
Shela 

Siddur Rashi 
Sma 

Smag 

Smak 


Talmid HaRa‘ah 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Rabbi David Kimhi 

Rabbi David ben Zimra 

Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 

Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 

Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 

Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 

Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 


Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 

Rabbi Moshe Isserles 

Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 

Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 

Rabbi Yosef Migash 

Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 

Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 

Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 

Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 

Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 

Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 

Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 
The Six Orders of the Mishna 

Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 

Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 
Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 
Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 
Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 


A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 


COMMON ACRONYMS 


207 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
= Turei Zahav by Rabbi David HaLevi 


osori HaLavan iene iF Hoppe Yitzhak Sn Ya‘ eo of OnEABUE 
— Sefer HaTurim by Rabbi Ya'akov ben Asher 
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116...Preparation of the shewbread — 0357 ond mwya 
7... The cisterns — man nipa 
With which — naman ny pga pyr 
99.. .they replete the altar 
36...Gems — nihan 
191...Meritza — m7 
When the Ark — paT Mayay tray 1232 {SINT ta32w 
was sequestered, sequestered along with it 
141...was the canister of manna 


al 
A door bolt which has a knob — Kph IWK ww 1a 
55...[gelustera] protruding at its top 
He would place oil — tas by yaw mi 
143...0n top of the water 
53...Monument — wD) 


D 
96...Sea -TND 
74...Vendor [sidki] — 90 
87...Syria — TD 

y 


119...Ein Sokher -29 py 

153... Akko — ‘ay 

202...Antodarya — x*1TIFay 

193...Wild donkeys — nitiw 

King Solomon — Aidbw nwy nian wy 
158...constructed ten candelabra 


5 
173...Large public square [pelatya] - rds 


x 


15... The marking of graves — ninap w% 
154...Sidon — jx 

141...Frontplate — yx 

122...Cymbal —byby 

12... Tzippori — ppusy 


P 
71... Spiced wine — portip 
142...Cassia [kidda] — npp 
153...Calabria — menadp 
69...Amulet — yap 
24...Pairs of birds — mp 

5 


Rav Yehuda — xsiY7 paa 31a TD 31 

7...ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh 
72...Rabbi Abbahu came to Tiberias — x» av) mye 2X 931 
194...Quarter-log — mwa 


v 


108... The weaver's rod — X13 737 NBAW 

19... Tables for money changers — niw 

35...Collection horns — ninpiw 

The thirteen gates - WApaay www wy aww 
150...in the Temple 

7139... Thirteen tables — nundw wy mw 

150... The Gate of Nicanor — iapa ww 

7...Shekels — Dopy 

163...Six patrilineal families — niay na nww 

20... Two hairs — niwy nw 


n 


72... Tosefta - KABDIN 
28...Goats for kids — D13 333 WHA 


X 


11...Sockets — DITH 
123...Alexandria — mg bx 
26... The aqueduct - maT max 
155...Antioch — x*>ibIx 
145...Balsam — papy 


2l 


126... The High Priestly vestments — mbit nnn Ba 

House of Garmu and — pyy% mI 793 ma 
99...house of Avtinas 

156... The slaughtering area - D»navan ma 

151... The sons of the Hasmonean dynasty — *x2inwN 2a 

183...Bar Delaya — my 33 

153... Barbary — gisara 

15...Berat Havrin — pyn ma 


a 
119...Gagot Tzerifin — pay nia 
144...Gihon — jima 
175...Ginaei — NIB 


175...Kite — xT 
42...Dinars — pry 


115... The seals — nianina 

162... The altar — nanan 

158...The Temple — wpa 

115... The pairs of birds — papi 
t 

10...Gold — at 

54...Spraying -a 


n 


Thread of the warp... - 23W bW vin..onw Sw pin 
151...thread of the woof 


20...Yavne - 712 
73...Congealed wine — warp 
47...The Dead Sea - nbn a 


2 


73...Cup — BID 

122...Kufra — 7993 
197...Kor—i3 

159...Crucible for gold — amt 143 
22...Samaritans [Kutim] - Dm3 
95... Talent of gold — amt 323 


5 
129...Log -3b 
132: Lod -1b 
There wasn't enough - pap ia my <> papy ny ta 10d 
143. ..to pour over the roots 
90. ..The strip of crimson wool -mim by wh 


2 


177...Migdal Eder- 7w bay 

191... Shovel ~ maa 

70...Dilution of the cup — bian mya 
69...Shoe and sandal -bup bur 
24...Ma‘a - aya 

124...Smoke raiser — yey nbyn 


Index of 
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Index of 
Language 


3 
77.. Cities [kerakim] — w32 
127. . Executive supervisors [katalikin] — pens 


5 


36...Robbers [/istim] — ped 


n 


72...Fish brine [moraisa] — xorma 

70...Dilution of the cup [mezigat hakos] — pian naa 
72...Matron [matronita] — koa 

75...Untangle [mefaspesin] — papa 

174...Shops [makkulin] — papa 

36...Gems [margaliot] — nihan 


D 


92...Deputy [segan] — po 
119...Doorjamb [sokhara] - x20 
117...Scribe [sofer] - 11D 
95...Honor [silsu/] —bapbp 
23...Sela and shekel -bpw yoo 


2 


10. . Public [pumbei] - "305 

176.. .Inn [pundaka] — Kp 

74...Baker [paltor] — rivds 

173...Large public square [pelatya] — rods 
103...Papeyyas — BYSB 

43...Coin by coin [peroterot] — bins 
54...Leaders [parnasim] — DDN 
150...Wickets [pishpeshin] — paswa 


P 
174...Piece of meat [kufad] - 191p 
192...Cleaver [kofitz] — y'9ip 
140...Mallet [kurenas] — ap 
152...Slopes [ketafrisot] — nigy 
71...Eye salve [kilor] — vip 
23...Premium [kalbon] — abp 
19...Fine [kenasa] — NDI? 


w 


108. .. The weaver's rod [shivta dekhadkada] - X12727 xyaw 
146...Handling [shilut] — vbw 


n 


148...Beryl [tarshish] - wean 


99...Avtinas — DYDIK 

121...Agrippa — DERN 

126...Roman army officer [isteratiyot] — nyw 
176...Large street [isratya] — NYO TDK 
196...Bench [itztabba] — Kavs» 

126...Trustees [amarkolin] — phia 

77...[steriot — Dix OD 

15...Late [afila] — mary 

173...Roman [Armai] NNN 


al 


169. . .Circle [bukhliyar] - axmdorg 
175...Council [bulei] — ha 

96...Overfill [beirutzin] — psva 

71...At once [bekherekh ehad] — m% 7124 
g...Half a month before [biferos] — pinsa 


201... However [beram] - oa 


À 
197...Exaggeration [guzma] — KNA 
35... Treasurers [gizbarin] — man 
176... Army [gayyis] — D3 
55...Knob [gelustera] — Kwh 
149. . .Box-like container [gluskiyya] — xpos 


7 


89...Row [dimos] — pint 
169...Rather [dela] — xt 
35...Darics [darkonot] — niaiavt 


gi 


54. . .Bring yourself [hagga atzmekha] — ayy yar 
69... The Omnipresent [HaMakom] — Dipan 


t 


130...Match up [ziyyeig] — 3% 


n 
155...Nobles of [hore] — im 
69...Cuffed garment [hafut] - man 


v 


148. ..Cube [tatroga] - mwy 
71... Titreton — powy 
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130. ..Rabbi Hinnana bar Pappa — 899 33 KYT’ 


Rabbi Hananya — oyan po maman 
92.. .the deputy High Priest 


55...Rabbi Yohanan — yan» 27 

68...Rabbi Yona — mi +37 

56...Rabbi Yosei ben Kisma — NDP 12 Di 37 
55...Rabbi Ya'akov bar Idi — "Px 1a Spy a7 
24...Rabbi Elazar — awh 27 

65...Rabbi Meir — YX 937, 

117...Rabbi Akiva — apy 927 


78...Rabbi Pinehas ben Yair — Pix? ja. DM35 31 


Xx 


121...King Agrippa — ban DINN 


Pi 


118...Ben Zoma - N21 Ja 


118.. .Ben Hakhinai — 231 {a 
118...Ben Azzai — *8Y Ja 


Al 


131. ..Nahum of Gam Zo — ita wx oN] 
116...Nehunya the well digger — prow Din mam 
131...Nehemya the well digger — prow wo mam 


` 


103...Rabbi Papeyyas — 555 907 175...Rav -31 


64...Rabbi Shimon — yiynw a1 74.. Rav Beivai — 32 3) 

...Rav Sheshet — nyw 31 
18...Rabban Gamliel — dyna yan of NAV NESSE ee ae 
: 132. . .Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov — 3px? ja qh 27 


w 55...Rabbi Elazar — why 77 


95...Shimon HaTzaddik — pas pipnw 132. ..Rabbi Hoshaya the Great — nay PywiT 21 
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The following WTP requires the presence of a pin. 


Ka Taw wap bam 

xmas) PNY KITT xnbya 

Kaby md pin xppxds Poa TEND 
maa on xdhowhr pees Sapi sah) 
KYI TINT wbs spyd 

minx) NWT Koa eee 

TIP" ambos KIT pa KUTIP pon 
(ARM! TIP MIPS MYY) Ter) 

bew ma bon ym Ih pana 

PA mS) DP aa whava 


po an Dy? 7139 821 may NT 


Yona oa m 
KIT PIA KUTT TOY 
xmDa be m woud 

ISa ban xb) ov awn my: / 
NAWI [PANT NIAN) CONIA ANIL 
(jax 777) Jax TIN) 
paa bew by 
pepan abn bs by iDN by 
MOTI PPDYT pia bs by 
TO) TO YII T PIT ew Ses) sxa i 
x21 Koe ji fin Kp 
I PDA YM ATN NTON NAN 
NWI TITIN DTP pA NID 
JAKIN) 
NDV jo NIIN KP 
bpw bs byn why (D30) OM 
JAKIN) 


Bow, take three steps back, as if taking leave of the Divine Presence, 
then bow, first left, then right, then center, while saying: 


PaA /obwg mene men /Dih MY 
byw bs by why Dbw PATI TYY NIT 
JON NAN 


The following Kaddish requires the presence of a minyan. 
Magnified and sanctified may His great name be, 
in the world that will in future be renewed, 
reviving the dead and raising them up to eternal life. 
He will rebuild the city of Jerusalem 
and in it re-establish His Temple. 

He will remove alien worship from the earth 
and restore to its place the worship of Heaven. 
Then the Holy One, blessed be He, 

will reign in His sovereignty and splendor. 
May it be in your lifetime and in your days, 


(Nusah Sepharad: make His salvation flourish, 
and hasten His messiah, ) 


and in the lifetime of all the House of Israel, 
swiftly and soon — and say: Amen. 


May His great name be blessed for ever and all time. 


Blessed and praised, 

glorified and exalted, 

raised and honored, 

uplifted and lauded 

be the name of the Holy One, 

blessed be He, 

beyond any blessing, 

song, praise and consolation uttered in the world — 
and say: Amen. 


To Israel, to the teachers, 

their disciples and their disciples’ disciples, 
and to all who engage in the study of Torah, 
in this (in Israel add: holy) place or elsewhere, 
may there come to them and you great peace, 
grace, kindness and compassion, 

long life, ample sustenance and deliverance, 
from their Father in Heaven — 

and say: Amen. 


May there be great peace from heaven, 
and (good) life for us and all Israel — 
and say: Amen. 


Bow, take three steps back, as if taking leave of the Divine Presence, 
then bow, first left, then right, then center, while saying: 


May He who makes peace in His high places, 
in His compassion make peace for us and all Israel — 
and say: Amen. 


